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SOVIET INFLUENCE IN TURKEY

Jenmifter Noyan
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Saviet Influence in Turkey

Few states in the world have had as lano and comnlex a
relationshio as Russia and Turkeyv. Thneir long common borcer;
unpleasant experiences witn Russian ampitions, and Turxev's
relative weakness in the face of its larpe ang pocwerful reionbor
have 1led Ankara to tread wérily in its dealinos with the USSR,
Soviet initiatives to imorove relations have always been welcomed
but have never resulted in lasting Soviet influence in Turkey.

If Turkey cannot afford to offend tne USSR, however, the
Soviets have learned that the Turks cannot be softemed us by
threats. In 1948-46, Stalin tried to cow his scuthern neignoor
with ferociocus oropasanca and territorial gemands. Turkey's

response was ta Join NATO ang to ally itvself closely witn  the

United States. It toox the Soviets 135 years to work their way
back to a situation of cetente. Since tnen., Moscow has only
tried occasionally and cautiously to use obpressure. Instead. a

variety of methods -- aig, trade, paolitical concessions, anag
cultural offensiveness —— have been emploved to ease relations.

None of tnese efforts have erased Turkish suspicions of the
Soviets. Despite Moscow’s covert friendliress, the Turkish belief
in Scviet suoopoort covertly for left-wing terrorist proups in  the
1978s arnd the obviocus analooy for Turkey oosed bvy the Soviev
invasion of Afghanistan have maintairea a hioh aceoree of
mistrust.

Moscow would ideally like to dgetach Turkevy from tne west ang
Jain it to the Saviet sohere of influence. Yet shorter—term
considerations aften are at Cross-ourooses witih such an

opjective. Saviet interests toward Turkevy can be rouponlv agivigeg




inta “defensive" and “"offensive” consicgerations. The former
concerns tne fact tnat Turkev. 1 conjunction with the west.
could form a threat to the USSR's weak scuthern flanmk amc coula
close or restrict Soviet traffic throunn the vitai straits
leading from the Black Sea to the Meaiterranean.

Conversely, the "offensive" issue is that Turkey forms a
barrier to Soviet expansion southward. toward the strategically
and economically important Miodle East. In the 1348s ana early
195@s, the latter aspect seemed uppermost in Moscow’s thinking.
In $trying to cpen the goor at which Turkey stooa guara, the
Soviets tried hostile methods.

Yet, without weakening Turkey or changing bilateral
relations, the Soviets were able to leap the northern tier into
tne fArab world. Turkey ceased to be an active barrier for Soviet
oolicy in the Mmiddle East, "defensive" considerations pained the
uooer hand, ang hoscow scught to gefuse Turkisn enmity in orcer
to xeeo the straits open, avold any inconvenient orocolems orn tnat
seconagary front, and -— at best —— to dgilute Turkisn-wWwestern
solidarity.

There are some sigrns in the last few vears that Soviet
policy mipght be swinpino back towara a harder=1ine, The
invasion of Afghanistan, the use of Soviet troons in Rfrica. ana
the emohasis on 1declogically Marxist regimes in the renion,
coincided with the uosurge of Turkish terrorism. At least some
effort to destabilize Turwey may again be on the Soviet avernda.

Soviet influence has increased in oroborticon To Turkey's

relection by the West. This is true on botn the governmert-to-




government and on the ideoclogical levels. There should be no
doubt that anctner arms emoargo or similar U.S5. rejection could
comoletely undermine Turkev's relations with th?  West. Soviet
interests are served DDy tne continuing attacks aaof Armenian
terrorists on Turkish aiolomats when these strain Turkev's
western relations. Conflicts over Cvyorus have increased the
Soviet uUnion's influence in botn Turxev and Greece. Lixkewise,
western Eurcoean eriticism of Turkey's current military
government has been to ~Saviet advantape bv delaying or

threatening to sever Turkey'’s western aid.

Cooperation and Conflict

in the early 1988s the new Soviet Republic, weak,
beleaguered by the West, and in the throes of civil war needed
guiet on its frontiers. It set vut to cultivate the emergino
Turkish Reoublic with logistic armd moral support for its war of
incenerdence. Turkev's confTlicts with the west. ana neec for
peace and ecornomic suoport ied Mustafa Kemal Ataturk to warilv
acceot Scoviet offers for pood relations. The two nations sicred
a series of treaties symbclizing their new-found friemasnio ang
restoring tne ocisnuted orovinces of Kare anag Ardahan to Turkey.
These were caooed in 1925 by the Bilateral Treaty of Friendsnio
and Nor—Aggressicon sigred in Paris.

The Soviets used economic ties to strengthen the diolamatic
agreement. Econcomic cocoeration in aigd ang trade flourisned. A

Soviet foreign trade bank ocoered a branch in 1925: economic

cooperation agreements were signed in 1927, 1331 ana 1337. in a




orecedent settino move in 1332 Moscow extended creaits to Ankara
for the purchase of industrial machinery.

Communist ideclopy made same inrocads during the Turkisn
Reoublic's formative operiod, out ultimately caoulce rot compete
with HKemal’'s pragmatic natiormalism. Rlthougn Communist orcuos
such as the Green RArmy heloed in Turkey!s war of incependence and
saveral Communist carties were estadlisned. Kemal coooted them in
a series of clever moves and ultimately outlawed these movements
in 1328, The Soviets could not have been Dpleasec by tne
elimination of these forces, but Moscow did not allow tnis ta
gamage bilateral ties. The Soviets mav nave opeen somewnat
mollified by Kemal's eaqually forceful reoudiation of rigntist
pan=Turkism, which potentially threatered to mopilize tne Saviet
Union’s large Turkisn pooulation.

World War Two brought an end to aver 2@ years of Turkisn-
Soviet friendship by resurrecting old susoicions. Stalin's
regoatiations with the Germans snowed him interesteg in rainino
oower aver Turkev. Turkey resnonged first witnh a Jurne 1333 rnorn-
aggressin pact witn France ano tnen, after tne snock orf the Nazi-
Soviet accord two months later, anmother agreement witn botn
France and Britain, Thraouonout the war, Turkev's main foreion
oolicy oblective was ta avoild attack or cocupation oy eirtner
Bermany or Russia. Remaining neutral. Turkey closed the Straits
to foreiogn warshios in 1339 in accorcance with the 1336 Marntreux
convention.

By the time Turkey entered the war on the sice of the allies
in February 1945 Turkish-Soviet relation; hao already soured.

Desoite Turkey's moves to coen tne Straits to fRussian suoolies




ana 1ts severance of Javanese relations, MosCow ocenouncead  tne
Turkisn~Soviet Pact of Frienasnio and Non—Agoeression of 12295,

From June 1345 mMmoscow ﬁace coen territcrial aemaras con
Turkey, incluaing the return of Kars and Ardaharn, the oranting of
military bases in the Bospnorus ang the Dardgdanelles. and
revisions of the Montreux Convention and boundary of Thrace.
These ended the friendly Turkisn—-Soviet relations of the
Bolshevik and Kemalist revolutionary era. Turkey swung sharoly
away from its foreign oolicy of reutrality. sent trooos to Korea
and J1oined NATO, realizing its vuinerability as a weaxk nation in
tne shaaow of an agoressive piant. Yet the aporessive baviet
demands ultimately obproved far most expensive to Moscow than to
Arnkara. The Soaviets made none of the gains they scupnt ana
Turkisn resistance to them reoresented the UsSSAR's first post-war
setback.

Largely ocut of antipathy towara Moscow the Turks bepan to
identify closely with U.S. foreipgn policy interests in the Miadle
East and the world. The years between 1352 ana 1%6@. which
coincided with rule by the oro—-American Democrats, reoresernt the
nadir of Turkisn-Saviet relaticons,

In the UN Turkey cornsistently voted against the Soviets. It
became a leader in the controversial bkaghaada ﬁact; suoported tne
landino 1in E£gyot of Frerncn and Hritisnh forces i1in the 14958 Suez
Crisissy mopilizeg trocos on 1tg Syrian border against a possiole
stationing of Soviet trogos in Svyria in 13%6 and 139%7: alicwed

tne movement «f U.S. forces tnrougn Hdana for tne intervention in




Lepanan in 1358: ang giolomatically sucoorted the oro-kWestern
Iraci monarchy during the Iraai revolution i1n 13548,

Moscow orotested all tnese actionms tnouwon it Nag  aireagy
taken a sten back fram the antaponistic nolicies of The otalinist
era. In may 1353 —— just two montns after Stalin’s deatn ~-- the
Soviets withdrew all territorial demanas and accepted the status
guo of thne Straits. Supsecuerntly, Moscow made a numpoer of coffers
of good will. Today the Soviets appear to regret the Stalinist
demands and sometimes omit them from histories of Turkish-Soviet
relations.

Despite their offers to imorove relations tne Soviets had
little success in shaking Turkey's oro-American or NATO nolicies.
Tnrougnout 1337 Moscow girected a majoer effort against the
deplovment of short—-rarioe nuclear missiles, the Horest Jonhns, in
Turkey. But the Turks wanted tne weaporis and anmncunced tnat they
woula obtain both Honest Jonns and Nike anti-aircraft missiles.
Tne Scviets orotested more vigorcusly as NATO bepan to consicer
deolovmernt of itrnermeciate ranmge Thor and Juniter missiles. Ut

these were alsc welcomed by Ankara.

Detente

Moves toward detente resuited more fraom a cnance in Turkey's
onlicies thanm the Soviets, for Mogcow had scupht persistentiv to
imorove relations with fndara since 1333. Thne Soviets took
advantage of the imoroved atmosonere of the miog-13bds with a
gseries of hign-~level visits, Joint communioues. wrade ard

cultural aoreemernts. military aid was rmot a factor in  Soviet-

Turkisn relaticns.




Desnite its Dbreoadly oro—-RAmerican stance, the first steos
towara oetente were taxen by tne Demacratic Party pcovernment o?
Adrnan mMenceres. The rneed for econamic aig., ceneral gcast-west
deternte ang consistent reguests by the rAremiin were the main
mcotives, The Soviets meanwhile claimed to acceot Turxev's status
as & NATOD ana CENTO member. Rrmouncement of an exchanoge of
visits between Premiers Merderes and Khrushchev tvoified tnis
cnange 1n attitude., Even tne downing of an Hdana—-based Hmefxcan
U~2 reconnaissance aircraft aver the USSR in May 136d did not sec
back these olans, but they were effectively carncelleg witn
Menderes! ouster by Turkey's first military takecover orn Mayvy 27.
On the other hand, the suggestion tnat military leaders took aver
in ovart because of Menderes' rew foreion oolicy directioms 13
imorcoable since the centrist takecver resulted in the liberal
constitution of 1964 and continued Soviet-Turkisn rasorochement,

No major  re-examination of Toreiorn oolicy was  uncertaxen

guring the militarvy interiuge. Li1ke The 1mtervention orf 1371 ans

Py

198@ 1t was motivated ostensiply bv internal coamestic corncerrns.
Yet since Mergeres' nclicies were so extremelv supncrtive or  the
Uriited GStates nhis overthrow inevitaniv signalleo scome shift,
Sigmificantly, merncderes’ American—stvie economics naog 1ed ta
urnacceontaociy nian inflaticn and uneoual ocevelcoment, arng thus. a
setpack for oro—-Rmericanism.

Saviet aralvsts persistently identifieg tne Turkish military
witn the "forces of orooress"”, arnd the USS5R welcomed the 1364
interventian, aver; supgesting the oernerals retain oower

indefinitelv. There was some inorease in cultuwral anc commercilal




gxcnange with the USSR, Lut Ankara reiected Soviet aid offers and
snelved planms for visits.

In 1961 acemccracy was restcored witn the electicn of tnhne
Reoublican Peoole's BParty, led bv ismet Incnu. Incry nad aisc
been oremier for much of the Soviet-Turkisn cooveration oerico
from 1923 to 1937. Ankara and Moscow sigred agreements on
railways, cammunications anao trade uncer Incnu’s leadersnio 1in
the early 13760s. In 1961 Moscow orovided 4.3 million dollars
wortn of eouioment for buildirng a pirass factary.

Turkisn-U. 5. ties remained strong, out some re-evaluation of
Turkey's faoreion oclicy hao becun in the press anc bublic colinion
aimed at directing rhe country toward a more indeoendent and
multidimensional path. Leftist intellectuals wanted to oroacen
Turkev's foreipn policy Dase by expandino relaticons with the
Saviet Union and Turkey's Eést Eurcoean neignbors, esoecially
Rumania and Bulgaria.

In 1362 tne Soviet amoassador rerewed tne LI35R's 1nvitations
to RussiAa and reportedly oramised 5904 million callars 1w econanic
aid if Turkey waulg aiter some of 1ts NATO reiations. insteaa.
Arkara reaffirmea 1ts solicarity witn the wWest ana., comnlying
witn a U.5. reguest, was tne firs:t ﬁatimﬂ to emoarod 1ts  snios
carrving cargo to Cuba.

The Cuparn corisis arnc tne subseguent removal of honest Jonns
from Turkey orovigded the first test of U.S.-furkisn relatioars ang
gave tne Soviets tneir ftirst real oooortunity to exoana reiations
with Arnkara. Durino the crisis Moscow reguested the witacrawal
of Juoiter missles from Turkey as a cuid orac oua  for  Cudan

missile remaval. Fresident Kermedv's cecision to ohase tnem cut




without consulting fAnkara coened uo a host of cuestions fFor
Turkisn military stratenists. ine Turws complainec it haa taueg
awav Turkev's shelter under the nuclear umbrella arc begarn to
coubt tne steadfastress of tne U.S5. commitment to cefernc Turkey.

Removal of the Juoiters eliminated a source of Turkish-
Saviet friction. One sign of tne cnarnge was the June 1963 visit
of the Senate oresidernt and a parliamentary delepation to Moscow.

A more important Soviet opoortunity came witn tne coclino of
U.S. relations over Cyorus 1in 1964. Just as Soviet oost-war
tnreats had oriven Turkey towara tne U. 5. a operceiveda 1ack of
U.S. suoonort led to stronger Soviet ties i1n the mid—-196@s.

As a status oguc nation simce 1323 tne aim af Turkisn foreion
policy had been to insure the securitv of its existing territarvy,
Its extraterritorial interests centered mainly on concerrn for tne
Turkish Cyoriot minority, as partrier witn Ureece ang G&reat
Britain in guaranteeino tne island’s inceoveraent status. Thus
Ankara protested in  late 1963 when 0OGreewx Cyoricots abrogated
political guarantees of the Turkisn Cyricts. In Jure 1364, after
fruitless aopeals to the UN and NATO, to Greece, 3ritain and the
U.8., Ankara was preoaring to intervere militarilv. 7The Jonrson
letter however, categorically warrned Turkey not to interverne in
Cyorus and alse called intc guestion NRTD  suoport of  JTurkey
against a opossinle Saviet attacwk 1f the Turks did so.

Premieyr Inornu reolied that tne letter naa been tne ‘“source
of sorrcw and arave concern®:

If NATU members snould start discussing tne riznt

or wrong of the situation of their feliow-memper victim
of a Saviet agoression wnether this asgressicr was




orovoked or Mat...tne very foungations of the Rlliance

would be shaken and it would icse i1ts mearnino.

The i1etter marks a watersned 1v Turkish Torelgn odilcy ang
thne begirming of sericous agoudts about . 3. ouarantees or urklsn
securitv. If tne niteg States coulg mot be geoencen on 1n  the
event of Soviet hastilitv tnen Turkey would nave to cefusa
potential conflict tnrougn its own bilateral cetente witn Moscow.

The USSR was slow to react over the Cyorus oroplem and
unaware that it bad removed some of the barriers to imoroved
relations. At first Moscow was anxicus to maintain the Cyorict
status ouc ang suoporited Mearariocs, esoecially since he ac;ocated
norn—aliprment. The Soviets may have hoped he would eventually
seek removal of the islamg’s tnree sovereion EBritism Dpases.
Clandestirne radino termed the Johnson letter a "smokagoreen" anc
calied Turkey’s strafirg of the islanag inm Huoust the “‘harndiwark
af NATG. M

Graduaily tne Soviets charnged their oasition. cerhass s2eint
a chance to drive a wedpe in U, S, -Turiilisa relations. Durira the
Noevember visit of Turkey’s Foreign Minister Ferigum zreinm o
Mascow —— orce ooastponed on account of the Cyorus issue —— the
Saviets recogrnized the Turkisn community's legal existence.
Ankara interoreted tnis as suonort for Turkev?!s demand thatr
Cvorus be an indeocendent feoerated state. The Forelgn Minister’s
visitvended Wwitn a J1oint communioue callingy for the strernpgthernina
of good rneighborly relations, plars for greater frade, anc &
cultural exchargce aoreement.

Turkey's coperirng up to tne Soviet unicon was & oilartisan

develooment. The govervment <f the conservative Justice Rartyv.
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successar to the defunct Democrat Rarty. EXparoec relations more

broadly than had 1ts liberal Repoublican “eocple’'s Partwy
mredecessars., 1 series of nigh-levei visits succeecec ora
anctner, culminating in HFremier Alexel Rosvaoin’s tris to  ~nzara

in December 19686 ang Justice Rarty PFrime Minister 3Suleyman
Demirel’s trio to tne Soviet Lnion in Decemoer :367. Thne wrime
Minister toured the U3SS5R for ten days, inclucing Cerntral si1a and
the Caucasus, arng excharged promises witn the Soviet to make tane
Middie East a zore of peace.

As in the. past Moscaw affered cevelcocomerntal anc incustrial
aig; these were finaliy acceotec on a larce scale in 1967. Joint
industrial oraojects, such as the Iskenderun 1ron anc steel
facilities, the RAliapa oil refirery and the Seydisenir aiuminum
complex were begun. Mascow orovided $2BQ million coredit at .S
oercert interest witn a fifteern—vear maturity,. navadle inm goods.

Turish-Soviet trade betwen 1366 anc 1369 rose From 333.% miliion

Shortoomings i Yenceres' libteral ecomomic cevelooment
pxlicies were a factor i Turxevl's interest 1n  alternativs
ecomomic  strategies. Htaturk's policies hag oiven tnhe stace a
respected role in Sramotllne the Turkisn economy—rary wanted o
Jroaden this. Turkisn sacial amalvses ciriticized L.H. military
and ecorcmic assistamce for leading to Turkev's overaesoenderce.
~ence, Soviet aic orojects focusing on heavy industry  anc
deve.coment of the osublic sectar., ang Droviding low—-interest
terms navanle in poods., were cited as ocssible alitervatives. "o

many the relative develocoment o Turkevis socialist Balxan

[+ 1)

reighoorrs alzoearec attracvive.




Of a2otentially greater sicnificarce tnan the excnanile of

gdiolamaztic visits. ailc ang trace was tne 1ntellectua., ang

(414

ideclozical coening uld To tne Saviet Union tmat bDecame a Teathre
of Turkisn intellectual life. cven nefore the Cyorus crisis of
1364 a re—evaluation of Turkisn foreign and economic oclicy nhaa
becurn in the oress and oublic aniniorn. The founciro of leftist
ocericdicals such as Yon (Direction) 1n 136@0 ano tne formation of
tne Turxish Labor Rarty (TLP) 1n 13961 are incications of this
trenc.

The iiperal 1981 Constitution gave free reion to the oursuilt

of socialist thcouont. Titles such as The Paths to 3ogialisn anag
Turkisn Realities (Cemal Barlas -- 1362), Principles of Turkisa
Sceiglism (milmi OUzgen -— 1962), arnd Socialist Turkey (ALi Faix

——— e kT e e i e s

Cinan —-= 1365) were widely reaa; translations of Marxist ciassics
ang wWesternm sxcialist thought proliferated. Scocial themes 1i1n
Turkisn fiction ungerscored such concerns. as writers sucn  as
Manmut Maxal, Yasar Hemal ang Faxir EBavuurt painted trounling
scernes of continuing feudalism and oroverty.

The Turkisn Labor Party ogave 2doiitical voice to this

intelliectual stirrino. Fourmged by a cozen trace unicnists. The
oarty in 1ts eariv gavs was far more nrnaticnalist than
internatiomalist 1n orientation, its first leacer was Ine

intellectual menmet R1l1l fvoar, wno urcee Turxkev ta cevelaon 1ts

owrnn orand of socialism. Aybar acvocated natiomalization of
mineral rights ana foreign caocital, economic inoepernderce anc an
exnanaged role for state ecornamic enternrises. ihe TLP <oposed

minority discerimiviatiom of Lazes, Circassians anc =urgs. Tne
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party never came close to ovarliiamentary gominance. Lesoite its
important ideolocnicatl impact. the scocialiist left was a smal;
grows, at its heignt aolie to elect anly 13 mempers to a 45u-seat
pariiament. The TLP alsoc attractec less irnoepgengent and more
doctrinaire thinkers such as Benice BForan, Minri belli anag Sacun
Aren, all of whom have peen linked with the opro—-mMoscow
claricestine Turkish Communist Party (TCH).

The outlaw status of the TCP leads it to seek outlets in
lepitimate organizations. In recent years tnese are said to have
included front organizations for oceace. orofessional
arganizations (2.g8., teathers ang enpineers unions), ana iaoncr
uricms,. Since Communism was foroiggen 1 1925 the TCM nas
cicsely Tfaollowed the Saviet leac 1cecicoically, ang 1is saig to
owe its continued existence ailmost entirelvy to Soviet supoort,
Prominent Communists such as Nazim Hikmet, cne of Turkey's
ieacirng ocets, have socunght refupge 1m the Sovier Uniony centrat
committee memoers gernerally receive training tnere. Farty neacs

ive in East Berlin.
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. The USBSR's allied paosition in world War 11 lent Communist
ideclcgy a limited lenitimacy, arnd front organizations
oroliferated. Saviet ogast-war cemands on Turkey weakerned this
status toouch some front orouds continuec to Form, sucn as  tha
Turkish fAsscaciation of Peace Lovers. Attemots to form lepitimate
oxlitical parties such as thne Turkisn JSocialist workers andg
Peasarnts Party were set hack bv the cracxkdowrn against Lommunists
inm 13951,

The Turkish naverrments urnvieloing covosition to the TCP has

meart tnat all 1ts overt activities have neen urgertaken aoroac.




mascow  supports the clanaestime ragio statiors dizim ~agye (Qur
Ragix) ang tne Vvoice <f thne Turkisn Lommunist warty from :as;
Zurooe. The TCA's nartvy pronouncements aopear 1Y soecial
suopniements ta thne Turkisn—lanouage editicon of Tne worlg mMmarxist

Review, Yeni Cag (New Rge). puolisned i1n Frague. Farty strenoth
is estimated at about 2008 mempbers, oput there 1s uncertainty
abcout tnis figure.

Domestically, the TCR reocrtedly infiltrated ang influenced
trade union and teachers arganizations in the 1396@s. The trage
union federation DISK (The Revclutiomary workers Confegeration)
included the orinciocle of political strixkes in its charter. its
militarncy and supoort for tne Moscow line leo to allegationms  of
TCR  influence. DIsK, formed by & orearawavy crouo froam the
agolitical trade uniom Turk—Is eventualiy attractec uo to 54w, gaw
mempers, and is wigeliy suspected of Soviet i1nfluernce via East
Eerlir. Ragical oociicies of the Turkisn Teachers Union  (Tus),
reoresenting soame 1IW,¢d rural teacners nave a.sc iec to charges
of TCP imfluerce, 705 was ultimately closed but reolaced by the
egually militant TOH-DER.

The Soviet invasion of Czecnoslovakia in 1968 setr Moscow
back among Turrey’s legitimate left. it led to a deeo solit 1in
the TLP as oro-ang anti-Moscow factions cuarelled over the
imvasion, The disoute ended witn Rynar’s resionation, i@avina
tne oarty in control of those wna sudocrtea Mosoow. weacersnio
nassed to Behice doran., a steacy oro-Moscow lceclopue, LT 2Jegaw
to anopeal oirectlv to a osotentially revaluticonary wrbamn

moletariat and to Kurcisn activists,.




Czechoslovakia gia rnot stem the tide of leftism itseld or
ston official Turkish-Soviet ranprochement. Student
demonstrations in Raris 1 1363 arnd anti-vietrnam gemonstratiorn in
tne Lniteac States. ooth critical of the hest, hao more imoact on
Turkisn oolitics among the left., whign became irncreasinaly
radical and vialent. After 15968 tne militant left turrea awav
from electoral ooclitics to armed struogle as a means of efrectinng
change. Leftist oublications such as Hnt (Vow —= 1367), Devrim
{Revolution —— 1963) Turk Sclu (Turkisn Left -- 137@) vied witn
cne ancther in efforts to radicalize tne left, ano leaders called
for guerrilla war, In the mid-196@s these oecame the more
radical Dev-Genc (Revalutionary Youth Federation), whase stated
Durpose was; "the strupgcle ARALNST imoerialism and
feudalism...and the giffusion of socialist ideas amorg youth.

On the eve of Turkey's second military intervention, the sc-—
called coun by memcrancum of Marcn 12, 1371, tne lett comprisea
saveral grouos tnat sorang ud foilowing the fraamentation of th2
ToB. Several were terrorist arnc tne extert of Soviet 1nfluence
o them 1is not Kricwr. The oroupns 1inciuged Troatsxyltes.
Guevarists, Maoists anc leftist frirnpe ioeolcgies of all kinads.
Mmost saw the TCP as reactiomary and were not well-inclimed toward
Moascow.

One such anti-Moscow factiornm was tne kevoliutiomary workers
ard Peasants Rarty of Turkey (RWPRT), formed by Dopou rFerircek, a
teaching assistant at the Migdle East Techrnical ULrniversity. This
Turkish Maocist oroun was sharoly anti-Soviet., accusing Moscow of
reacticorn and imoerialism,. Lilandestine radio in turrn accusea tne

RWPRPT of deviationism and CIR collapocration. In part bDecause of




Turkey's historical anti-Russian dbias and their orpanizational
talents. the Macists found wicesoreac sucoort amonmg tne radical
ieft.

The Mmaren 12 intervention came gdownm hard on ieftist
extremism. Yet leftists at first haiied the tarkeover; tnev ncoed
it wauld mean a turn to the left. Nor giag the Saviet uUnion
object, seeing the military as a "orooressive force” (as tney nad
in 196@), and not wanting to uoset poverrment level cetente.

Relations with the USSR remained ogocd. In 1372 ouring Ni1nat
Erim's caretaker ogoverrnment Soviet Presigent Pogoorny visiteo
Turkey. The two countries signed a Declaratiom of #rincinles of
Good Neighoorly Relations, in which Turkey anc tahe LSSR oledred
respect for each others! savereigonty and territorial 1ntesrity
Ard tne oeaceful settiement of dispoutes. They also oromised not
to let their territories be used "for stacing aparession  and
subpversion against other states.”

The Saviets kept their options cpen. On tne ane nanac.
provocative broadcasts by the Voice of the Turkisn Lamnmurnist
Partv and TCP efforts continued 1n Surcobe. fhe 'C¥ rencrtedlv
suooorted ana inTiltrated tne Federation of Turkisn bHocialists.
the Assaciation for Vipilamt Turks, arna tne fFront  for a

Denccratic and Free Turkev. Un tne other nana clarncestivne Eizim

Radyo in Leinzio backed the RPAF im the 1373 elections.

Setweern 1974 anog 1379 official Saviet—=-Turkisn reliations

continued ¢to imorove. By 13973 Turkey nad becocme the Soviec
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Uriion’s  larpest ecomomlc Aald recinient ocutsice The Lomninlist
bloc, anmg the U.S. arms embarogo against Turkev hac seriously
raised the naossipility of Sovier orovision oF  military  ai10.
Desoite straired L.5. relations 1n tne mid—-197@0s, traditicrnal
Turkisn ecaution militated apaimst a basic charnpe in Turkish-
Saviet relaticons =-- for the most part Ankara explairnec its cicser
Soviet ties in the context of general East-west dgdetente. A
series of weak ang fractious Turkish gaverrnments avoiged Toreion
policy changes, since there was a lacxk of gerneral agreement on
the form tnese snoula take. By the late 137@as three factors hao
set the ootential limits of furtner Saviet intfluence in Yurkey:
the growing susoicion of Soviet backing for leftist terror 1n tne
increasinoly Bitter leftist-rigntist civili strife. the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan. anag tne returm of petter U.S.-Turkisn
relations.

Tne Cyorus issue was resoonsible for tne s2conag majoer blow
to J.S.=Turkisn relations and led to anather uosurpe of Saviet
influence 1in Turkev. In July 1374 an RAthens —-— soonsored o©ouo
overtirew President Makarios! indepengent repime amd attemoted to
install a well-krnown terrorist as oresident of Cyorus. wnen
Arikara’s reguest for joint inter—cession with ureat dritain
failed., fAnxkara interverned unilaterallv.

The move caused confusion in Saviet-Turkisn relatvions. Jut
tne Soviets at last backea tne action because tney cic ot  want
the island’'s i1ngependent —-- ang non—aligrned -=- status a.terea.
Nonetneless., tne USSR asked for an 1ntermatiornal confererce on
Cyorus, insisted on Turkevy’s witnorawal from Cvorus., arnd their

clancestirne ragia continued to attack Turwevy as a MATO tool.




The Jonnson letter of 1364 had warrea Turkey against using
Bmerican weanons fFor action on Cvorus. U tnis pasls at thé
inst1gati§n of Congressicnal frieras of Greece arn 1nculrvy  was
maae. Turkevy was then embaroced Tor usinog J. 3. arms 1 an
agoressive actiom 1in viclation of arms orovision terms. Tne
embargo shaok wnat nad been the pillars of Turkisn foreion oclicv
since the 1350s. It reinforced the idea tnat the United States
was an unoredictaole and therefore urnreliaole ally, wnile the
Saviets, even if not trusted, were at least oredictanle.

Turkey felt itself padly treated, as if it were nrot a
strategic ally, bﬁt a nation whose security was nepcoctiabie. This
analysis saw the embargo as the culmination of a series of
events —--— the removal of Jupiter weapons in 1968, which removed
Turkey from the "nuclear umorella”: the Johnson letter tnreatc
tnat NATO might rot come to Turkev's assistance unger certain
conditiconsy arnd fimally the embaroc.

In June 13973 finkara tnreaterec tne Lnited bStates with a
status charnge for its bases in Turkev. Just a few gays later
Secretary of State Kissinger séic tnat nations snculd nat “feel
they were coing the U.5. a favor” by remaining in NATO. A little
over twa weeks later Turkey ana tne USSR sioned a $7¢@ willion
ingustrial aid agreement. Turkey's NATU representative said Tor
the first time that Turkey could turm to other sources for
military aid.

in late Decemoer bSoaviet Sremier Kasvoin ano fortv  Trimancial

experts visitea Turxey for the coenino of the Iskernoerun steet




mill. Kosynin and Demirel sioned a commurigue whicn promised to
exert "efforts to further expang and strengther relations.”

The Soviets uroed caution to botn Greece and Turkevy over
Cvorus and restraint in Gegean gisoutes. Moscow’s oolicv, echoed
in 11ts clancestirne radic broadcasts, was toa avoiga ofrenging
eithner QGreece or Turkey wnile caoitalizing orn disillusiornment
witn the United States. For tnis reason it aavocatea the
witnarawal of all foreign forces fram Cyorus and pilateral
regotiations. Urging the withorawal of Turkev’s forces did rnot
aof course win Moscow anvy friends amono Turkisn nationalists, ang
illustrates to some degree Moscow’'s own heavy-hangedrness in
gealing with tnhese celicate oisoutes.

The empargo and general East-west detente offered the Soviet
Union oooortunity to imorove its military relations witn  Turkey,
and it hastered to the initiative. In the context ofFf general
NRTO ang warsaw Ract excnances, Mmoscow invited Turkisn observers
to the January 1376 military marneuvers 1irn  tne wecrgian  ana
Armenian Reoublics ano conciuded tneir visit in mMoscow witn taiks
witn Defense Minister urechko. Tnree montns later the tnen
Deouty Chief of Staff Keran Evren led a secong agelegation to
MoOSCOW. #“ress  reports talked of négotlations witn the oSoviets
for S5AM—-6 and SAM~7 missiles.

In Jarmuary 1977 Prime Minister Demirel respcnged to the
guestion of future Soviet arms orovisions by saving tnat 1f Tne
NATO opath were closed to Turkey, Ankara would "naturaliy” take
steos recessary for its rnaticoral cefense. By March 1377, NRTO

Forces Commarcer Hlexancer Haio urged Conoress to 1lift  the




emparno, Just two weeks pefore taiks between Turkev's Jsustice
Party Foreiogn Minister and tne Saviets.

Turvey and the LSER signed aoreements to build a $&3 million
hyarcoen oercxide olant, a heavy electro—-mechanical factory, a
plastics olant, a catalyzer system for the fARliaga 2il refinerv
slant, and expansions of existing Soviet built iron ano steel
facilities. The Soviets said tnev would orovide coredgit Tor
construction of two thermo nuclear power vlants, ana for anather
0il refinery.

The return of KPP leader Bulent Ecevit to oower 1n  Januaryv
of 1378 prougnt a furiner shnift in Turkisn foreign policy
orientation as Ecevit began to 1molement his oramisec “new
security concept.” $till urnder the U.S5. arms embarge Ankara
acpeared goetermined to redefine its foreign ocolicy pasition in
the waorldg. |

In Roril Gerneral Nikaoli Ogarkov, Saviet First Deouty Defense
Minister and Chief of Staff visited Turkey. The oress rencried
tnat the USSR woulc orovide wnatever tne Turkisnh armeg frorces
neeged, incluging financial aid for oefense i1rndustry aevelooment.

Ecevit claimed that Ankara haa no intention of witharawling
Fram NRTU. gut he informed the umited States thav Turkev would
nat S10m a J01nt aecliaration on NARTO'’s future. hen he snocxHeao
many ocdservers by declarino on the eve of the wasniwgrorn—based
NATO summit {(af wnicn he was head) that Turkey felt roc tnreat
from the Soviet union. ccevit claimed gerneral East-west aetvernte
as the Bbasis for Turkey’s rew orientaticn. kut ne alsa
eriticized the United States for the garncers that 1its ethrnic

oclitics ooased far ather courntries. ana for its own interests.
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Immegiately after the vATO meetino Ecevit traveleg to mascow
ang sicred a reiteratian o tne 1372 aoreement. inm acciticon ché
twx marvioms siorned cuitural anmg scientitic. Trade, Tisning &anag
211 apreements. The Turkisn press reogortved that Moascow nad actea
to reduce border tensions by a transfer of trocoos towarg cerntrai
Eurape.

The embarno was finally lifted in September 1378, but U.5.-
Turkish relations underwent nc sudden chanpe. fAnkara’s statement
that it would re-open four U.S5. bases was somewnat oversnadowed
by Ecevit’s visit to Romania, the visit of two Soviet warshios to
Turkey -— the fir .t 1in 48 years -— and a tnree vear commerce
accord witn the bSaviet Unian, alli 1n tne follicwing montn., fhea
USSR aoffered Turkev a hune amcunt of Tinancial assistance on 2asv
terms (fipures as nion as 314 oi1llion have beer cucoctec) as the
west seemed to stall loans.

Trade was exoancding to record levels. In 13s@. at a time
wnerr Turkey’'s economy was cothnerwise troubleg it reachec $s64
miliior. In Jurne 1979 Moscow ang fAnkara signed an agreement to
enlarge 2il refining facilities and other neavy industries andg to
conduct surveys for netroleum deocsits in  Turkey. A Dizarre
atmcsohere orevaitled as Turkev's leaders contirnued to hope for
warla ceterte as igecicoical warfare ragpeg tiercely 1n their Cwn
courtry and Turkev!s economy cantinued to cetericrate. Tur<ev's
growth  rate went fromn a hipn of & parcenmt i1n 13/5 to -a. 5
percent v 1973. By the ena of 1373 terrarism was ciaiming more

tnan SQBKW victins ner vear.
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Ankara was 1ncreasinoly careful not to offend 1ts nartnern
neighner and sounht to scrupuicusly foliow oravisions of tne 1ﬁ7¢
ang 1378 asreements Oroscridling agoressive o« syoversive acts on
1ts territorv. in ordger to spare a oossiole repetiticon or  th2
1369 U-~2 incident, fnkara sought tca have terms of Turkev?s role
of SALT Il verification discussed by the unitea States with tThe
Soviet Union. In Mmavy 1379 Ecevit said tnat oermission to  use
Turkish territory for U-2 flights would depena on Soviet
aporoval. Two weeks later the Soviets armounced their pleasure
at tnis starce, while to Wwestern circles tnis aopeared to
ingdicate Turkey's increased vulnerability to Soviet oressure.

Between 1373 and 1384 Turxey witnessed twelve goverrnments.
Wnernn Demirel’s sixth goverrnment renlaced Ecevait’s tnira 1in
November 1973, there was little irgicaticn trnat 1t wouid erd the
narliamentary sguaboles whnich hao come to cnarackerize politics.

Paiitical Délarzzatlon nad infested the esgucaticnal system,
tne state bureaucracy, angc evern tne dalice. Terrorists were
samet imes a?resteo. tried arnd imprisconec oniy to aﬁrange mass
escanes. The orisons themselves became raocical oroving grounds.

igeolecgical gifferernces began to follow religious and ethnic
lires. The largest seament of the Kurdisn separatist mavement --—
HKAWA and the foocular -—— were strongly leftist. fha
Hahramanmaras ricts of January 1378 tnat resulted in over aore
nundred deaths followed Surmi-Rlevis Sectarian cleavages -—- the
Surniris were riogntist, the flevis lertist. Tne Soviets ocouotless
followed these develcomernts witn interest out the extent of their

DOSS10ie involvement 1irn them remalins UnkKrown, ne success of the
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Isiamic revalution i1n Iran increased tne strength ang orestige of
pro—Islamic oroups.

Hy 1978 iegal leftist oroanizatioms 1ncludeo seventy
REevolutionary Youtn Hssociatiorns and a rviumper of snortiived leoal
leftist parties wnich vied to reolace tne cutlawea tP. Thnese
inciuged the Revoiutionary sociairist Party of Turkev (137D): zthe
Sacialist woruer? FParty (1974), tne korkers Rarty (1279). tne
Turkisn Workers and Peasants Fartv (reformed, 1378). ana the
Fatherland Party (1375). Foundea by fTormer LPT members sucn as
Behice Boran, all were thouoht to have peen supject to CP
influence. Nome gaines seats in ocarliamentary elections.

Over 34 clanaestire organizations were counted in 1378.
Tney included the Mmacist Liberatian Armyvy of Workers ang Peasarnts
and wnon—Macist roups sucth as the Turkisn Peoblel’s Liberation
Partv whicn sucported its armv the Turkisn Pecple's Liperation
RArmy, the Turkisn Feconles’ Liperationm Party/Front, ang the
rarxist—-teninist Rrmed FProoagarncoa Lrat. AT one time oy anctnher
eacn of these three has peen merntioned as "oro—-mascow'. Yet eacn
group  took gifferent positions on aiftferent 1ssues —~— Lnhana,
Chile, Russia, iran, ARAlbania., the Miadle &£ast, etc., and these
nositions snifted cuilickly MAaKing exact anaivsis adilfficuit.

The snocx of the Soviet irnvasion of FHfonanmisvan oropaoly
piaved ar  impertant role in orecioitatinmg thne Turkisn openeral
staff's January 1'373 warninog to the politicians to nout Turkevy's
nouse in order. It was the beginning of a oronounced check 1in
the slide toward getente. For Turkey the invasion marked an

omincus deoarture from what they nad viewed as a comfortaole
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consistency 1n Soviet foreign policv, for it was the Soviets'
first use of troocos cutsice Eastern Surcpe.

Turkish officials claim tnat Arkara was tne first gaverrment
to condemn the Soviet invasion -- gven pefore Tthe urnited otates.
But in addition Turkey continued tc ungerline tne imoortance of
goecod neighborly relations. Turkey continued to uncerline the
imoortance of good neipgnborly relations. Turkevy acia not
initially supoort President Carter's call for an Ulvmoic boycott,
for examole, citing orevicous promises to Keeo soorts anc palitics
separate.

The United States hastenec to reoair ties witn Turkey. Un
Jarnuary 18, the United Staves and Turkev initiated a new cerense
and ecornomic cocoeration agreemernt, ang the Urnited States
promised $459 million in aic.

THe rew agreément oraoved to be a source of aoorenension ano

disappointment to Mascow, which warned in Pravoga that Turwey was

et e e e

followirng a perilous patn between strategies of corisis and
detente. in late fFebruary Praveoa wrote tnat abarooning geternte
coula lead to Turkevls eng as a nuclear cemetery. -This heavv—

harnged remark was oreeted with repugnarnce by tThe Turxisnh oress
arnag gavérﬂment afficials. Kelations cocleo noticioly as Turkisn
oioiomats failed to attend a partv to celeorate Sovier Srhv Lav.
Throuwohout the summer, geatns Ttrom  tervarism  mounted.
reaching apout 23 oer dav. Terrorists were especially active in
tre soutneast. whole towns, iive Fatsa on tne bBlack Sea. were
"liperated." Evernn in Ankara erntire snantv-town nreilghbarnooas
were effectivelv controlled ny terrorist orcuos, wnc  nhad

constructed cuasi-goaverrnment structures,




In aaggition, oralonped corisis paralvzea t©ne narliiament.
wniCh was unabie to elect a oresidermt after cver 1é¢ opallots:
After an Islamic fundamentalist rally in Konva —— im 137/ <thne
seat of the TCP's clancestire conference —— attracteg tnousanas
calling for an Islamic state. the military intervenea for the

third time.

The Saviet Union sent a message of good will to fAnkara

within ten gays of the military intervention. ~s atter orevious
military interventio%s Turkisn-Saviet relations remaineg
essentialiv unchanged. Incirect evicerce of a Saviet role in
soreaginn leftist terrorism was uncovered after tne

intervention -— the vast amounts of arms capcturega (now said to
total over 80@,08W) 3 the susoected comolicity of the buigarian
gavernment in  arms smupgling: the training of certain leftist
grouns 1 Palestinian or Syrian camos: anag tne influerce of tne
East Rerlin—-based TCP. Some arnalysts believe that Soviet sunport
was an instrumental if not a orimary cause of leftist (and even
rigphtist) terror in Turkev.

Thousands of leftist ang rigntist terrorists were arrested.
Three months after assuming control, Tthe mriiitarv  government

movec against hitherta legal oroawnizavions, sucn as tne ieftist

trade unicon DISK, Tor alieped suoport of terrorism. The state
orasecutor aswxed tne oeath oenaltv for 52 DIoK  leacers. o mer
RPR nctaoples. sucn as an Istanbul. mavor and Kurai1sn

narliamerntarians. were alsa arrested. In early 1991 hkenice
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Boran, former head of tne TurP, was sentenced 1rn apstentia rtor
making Communist oropaganda and attemportino to estanlisnh ch?
comination of crne scocial class over anctner. In uecemoer;
arrests were mage ofF 44 orominent membders of  tne ~eacs
Assaciation. a susovected Coammunist Tront,

in Maren 1981 Head of State rKenan Evren anncunced tnat about
23 billion Turkisn liras wortn of armg ang ammunition nad been
seized. Police discovered tnat the terrorists nad gevelooed
whale subterranean cultures, anag run front organizations from
kinderopartens ta beauty salons to finance terrcoricsm.

In adgition to Turkey's orgolems with ogomestic terraor ano
Kurdish separatist movemerts, manvy Turkisn orficials suspected a
possible Soviet role in sugoocrt of Armenian terrcorist camdalons
gdirected against turkisn officials aproag. its Ttwa main

terroarist orouns. RSALA (The rRrmeniam becret Hrmy Tar Tne

Liperation of Armenial) and 7he Justice Lommangos Ttor  HArmenian
Gernwcice often cocoerate. “ro-Hoviet RSHLA claims tnat 1ts goal
is to Mliberate'" Eastern Turkey and clrn it to  the Armenian

Saviet Socialist Repubplic,

As the United Gtates increaseg 1its fTinancial aig arno
political supoort, Ankara aopeared to oraw closer to the Unicved
States. The visits «of Secretary of State Alexanger RHaig anao
Secretary of Defernse Caspar wWeirnberper to Turkev in Decemper 13831
were a scurce of concern to the Kremlin., Rt tne same time Mmoscow
apoeared to tilt toward Greece on the Cvorus 1ssue, 1M part  to
curry Tavor with Greece's rnew socialist poverrnment. in mav

repcrts surfaced of a "warvinog’ given o MMKAra ov Moscow an  the
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Cyorus 1ssue, thougn tnis was probaoly taken out of context ov
tne saurce.

The Soviet oress comdlained apout the arrests of ui:R
officials, rRPY mempbers ang the sentencind of  Horar. pravaoa
gradualliy acopted a more coritical tone toward the Turkisn renime.
closer to tne oosition of Moscow’s trade union Daper Irud.

Some Turks hnave faulteo the military goverrment Tor 7ot
directly accusinop Moscow of gestaolizing Turkev. guts Turkisn
officials sny away from such a steo on thne groungs tnat it serves
no useful purpose. fhe Turks! long exoperience witn the Russians

leaves them with few i1llusiorns adbout Soviet intentions. They

believe that mMoscow inevitanly exnioits internal weawknesses., and

that a strono government anag sccoietvy offer Turkeyv's opest
arotection against suoversiorn. Furtnermore, cooler Turrish-
Saviet trade continues to orow, between 1377 ano 1381 it more
than qounleoa. fraom 1682.4 miliion to $37.2 miliion ooilars. in

1381 alore exsnorts rose (4.8 oercent arno iwnorts. 9.2 Dercent.
Conciusions

Turkign—-Soviet aofficiai relations nave oceen comauctes
ingependently of the Soviet Urnion’s relaticons with the Local
left. Arkaral’s corackgowns oy Lommumism nave not | atrecteg
Turkey’s reliations witn tne USHR: rnor Nave good reLatlions  witn
mozeow l1imited Soviet sunport for Turkey!s destasnlization. This
guai level of reiatiorns nas existed sirnce the eariv resunlic,
wnen Mustafa Kemai crusned thne Moscow-suooorted Lammurnist ocarty
while maintaining ties of frienmdsnino with the UbSH. In the
future Moscow will ernacorse all oractical oclicies waich  amorave

i1ts state-to-state relations witn Turkev 1 the sama2 vein, For
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examnle, as it corncurrently exoloits Turkey's intermal
wearKnesses.

The Soviet Unicn has five basic ootions for irmcreasing 1ts
influence in Turkey. ranging from working witnin the existing
syatem to overthroawing it. These are: 1) ta work to 1ncrease
aia, trade and goog official relations witn anv  furkisn
gavervment, conservative or lioeral: &) to exnloit rirts between
Turkey and i1its allies aver aivisive 1s5ues: &) to worx Tor the
election of "orogressive” carties sucn as thne kIk, arng to supoort
legal opro-moscow Droupbs such as trage unions, orofessioras  and
student organizations: 4) to threaten Turkey with tne use of
force or sanctions: $) to ferment civil war by means of terrarism
or military couo, and install a oro-Moscow regime.

I. Since the Bolshevik revoluton Mascow has relied maost on
the first wooticon. Soviet assistance to the Kemalists curing
Turrey’s war of ingeperndence set the patterm of aig, trace and
frierdly relations tnat characterizeg Turkisn—-Sovier reiations
from  1928-1333 and from 1364 throupgn the oresent. maxing Turxev
by 1379 tne Saviet Uniorn’s iargest rwon-Lommuriist aic recioient.
Neltner the Soviets nor the Turks have let igeaclory starg inm  tha
way of <this cevelooment. Thne first oast-war sSTe0s 1n TR1s
cirecticon were takew Dy oro-Hmerican i2acer Hgrnan Tengeres!  many
of Turxkey's most  amoortant oclitical cococuments anc trace
agreements were sigreg under cornservative goverrments (ed Dy
Justice Party leader Sui:evman Lemirel.

most Soviet aid has peer state sector orolect aid  —- Low

posts long term credit ano technical assistance to bduild massive




— 3.0 -

oower slants. steel ractories anc ather i1rngustries. SUCN ai1c nas
peern supcessful in winming fuvklsn suoport because oF Tur«ev's
lovo—term ore—oCCuUDatiarm "With ecandmic agevelicoment anc . 1TS
existing state snterorisa infrastructure for gisoursement,

In trace, too, rneitner tne Scviet Umicnm nor Turkey Nas sown
ideclonical osrejudice since the Soviet Tracge Banmk cpened in  the
twenties; and aoart from the Cold wWar sericgc, trade has sncwn
steacy growth. The implementation of the exoort-orierted
eqonomic stabilization orogram in January 1979 has meant
increased interest in Turwisn=-Soviet Trage from tne oarivats
sector. In Rugust 1382 a hign level deiegation of Turwisn
pusinessmern visited the USsH. in Jure 1363 a3 nara currency
agreement reolaces tne barter terms of orevious trade.

Imoroving state-to—state relations nas teg vo some  Soviet
influerce at the official level. wnen Saviet-Turkisn relations
have oteen good Turkey nas snown consigeraticon for the soviets on
sensitive 1ssues, SsSuch as Mascow’s reaction to U—-E avertlionts
and the oassage of certain Soviet vessels tnraougn the straits.
However, this oolicy!s maximum yielo is not a oro-Saviet starce
but a rneutralist ore at oest. Nowmetheless., since Turxkey is a
vaiuyanie MATO memoer»guaroihg tne Soviet Unianmls onmiv bBiack Sea
cutliet and oossessing western furope’'s larpest standino armv.
Moseow will continuve to cive hion oricrity to oood relaticons witn
Ankara.

-

Tne Saviet Union nas pained most influence 1nm  Turkey

=
i
-

cduring oeriods of Turkisn estrangement from the west. Turkish-
Scviet coaoeratiorn curino tne early stages of Turkeyls revaolution

enced centuries of conflict, arnd was the result of Turkey's




dinlomavic isclation from Eurcoe. conflict witn the Urnited
States oaver Cvorus and the arms emoaroo ied to Moscow's oigges%
gains 1% Turkey. Ft the meignt of raporochement, This included
talw of suoolying erikara witn arms ang proviginog coredits ftor
gevelooing a domestic arms ingustry.

Moscow has traied to maintain tne kind of even—-harnded stace
on Cyorus that will win aooroval of Turkey as well as Greece,
with wncem the Soviet Union has important interests. At opresent
Moscow is benefitting from Western European regection of Turkey,
from its aig suspension ang tnreaterned expulsion form tne Council
of Eurane. Ankara arncurced the imoortart business delegations
travel to tne USSR immediately followirno Turkey's cemsor by five
European nations over numan rignts issues. Althnougn it strangly
susoected Soviet influence in Turkey's cestaslizaticr. Hrkara
maintairvea a nign level of correctrness witn Mascow irm larce pars:
as a counterosalance to kestern criticism of thne military recime
ang nossisle snags in L. 5. SUDDOTT.

moscow  has suooorted Commumism amorg Turkisn stusents  anc
woriers  in  western EZurcpe,  and a numoer of oro-Scviet exile
prouns have campaiprned against Turkeyls military takeaver,
furtner straining Turkey’s relations with the west. Moscow
perefits from the continuivg Rrmerniarn terrorist camoaicn cirected
against Turkisn officialé; Turkev'!s diogiomatic reiations witn
France have come clase to runture caver the issue, whicn has &a.lso
strained ties witn other alilies.

im tne Tuture tHe Haviet uriorn wWlii orozad.vy contirnue To

geize oplortunities to exnlolt cifficulties witn Tur«ev’s a.lies
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as an imoortant part of long-term strategv. Turuey's cetachment
from NATO would be a Soviet triumon., aitnouch it is unlixely in
the foreseeaole future.

iIi. Susoort for "orcoressive' Torees sucn as tne RIL mas
peern standara for clarcestine ragic, whicn urced Listarners to
vote PP an 1977 and continually callis for &8 coomarn  Tront of
Drogressive labor unions, stugents, Srofessicnail ocroanizatiorns
ana the militarvy. Durino tne late 137w’s tne RIP uqcer =cevit
took important steos ta further Turkisn-sSaviet relations. the
farmer orime minister was slow to condemn the daviet iwnvasion af
Afghanistan. in gereral, however, the election aT an «RF2
government has been felt not sa mueh 1n chanoes 1t Turkisn
foreion palicy. as in irncreased influence for ithe lef<c
agomestically. Direct Soviet support Ffor the RPP coes not
necessarilvy helo the bparty. bDecause it gistracts from 1ts
incepenagent imaoe.

Saviet igfluence on ather legal "orogressive'  Trouss nas
ranced from clangestine groadecast sudport Ffor Trac2 wnion Stri<es
to sussected 1mTiltration or evern control oy 1< memeers  or
Soviet agents. Faorms of suooport range from orofacanca ©o
financial aid.

Friority to the 1380 interventicon., Soviet helo ror  sucH
Crouds Dordered on subversiorn, sSincg2 oroud alms wera at oCcs wita

tnose of the state. Yierarchical, ciscislineg orranizations are

.

ood instruments for Soviet interests: throucn tnem eoordirnased
camoaigns for state disruotion were made nossidie anc carried
out. In Thne later 1374’ for example clarcestine orocaccasts

calls Tor extensive strixkes were followed Dv 2lGoCy sotrixés ang
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ciasnes. H#  rmumber of 1nfluential grouons oo IrC—Y HSCoW
positicons o mMany 1ssues. In fact the 3oviet urniaon oroaa:l;
exgrcised i1its orimary influerce inm Turkev tArcupa the venicle of
SUCh DOro-Moscow organizations, rather than tnraugh  t$he more
anarchic terroarist orouos, Trnus, Turkey!s rnew constitutianas
graft severely curtails the right to organize among orafessicornal.
student ang trade union orouns.

Iv. Mmoseow has resortec to areater or lesser Threats
against Turkey on several occasions., witnout acnieving the
cesired result. Moseow! s oreatest  tnreat. th2 territoriail
demands of tne opost-war era, pusned Turxkey tao 1cin NMIATO anc
oroduced the BSoviet Union's first major oost—-war dinicomatic
failure. It took Mmoscow fifteern years to neal tne ensuinc rirtt
witn Arnkara. During the 1358's the Soviet Umion sent Turwev
stiff warnings on Middle East issues. rMore recently roscow
ninted darrly that Turxkey's abandoning cetente could lead to its
enc as a "nuclear cemetary": this lec to an 1mmediate cooiing of
relations,

unger oresent condlitions tne SHaviet Umion stamcs to Ccaln
much morve fraom oositive 1rgucemernts tham Trom threats. LTS Moss

constant  threat is tne wnsooxkern but untorgettan:e one of 1378 Swn

locmimg  oresence  JTUsST mortn af  Turkisn  territorv. = 1S
reascn  the Hoviet 1mvasion oFf mfghanistan oJuT & cleck o Tthe
Turwkisn moves toward cetente. rhe Wobx 12 lixelvy Tt tarnm o

tnreats oniy 1ntermittently as a reminder of hoviet clout.
V. For at teast fifteen vears tha extreme left in Turvev

nas peern fragmented into oro-arma anti-Moscow orouos. The latter




include macists, GCuevarrists., TirQtSHVIIesS antc €211rter orouss or
all Kincs. Leftisr amtanonist  toward Moascow  Stems Frecun
traditions of  Turkisn-Russian confllct STresses To TUrYs  Sivce
enticnoog, from i1cediodlical cirfferences ang rrom Tha2 10Creasinliiv
anarchic guality of tne Turkisga ieft whien often views Tne
Soviets as reacvionary. under sucn conditions Soviet control orf
tne entire Turkisn left is all but imoossibie.

A majlor exceotion to deepo anti-Moscow sentiment is found
among factions of Kuraisn ang Armenian secaratist prouos. ~ere
traditional anti-Russian feeling is weaker, and some minnt see2
tne Soaviets as ootential oenefactors. A large orooaortion of
Turkish terrcorism originated i1n Turkey!'s soutneast «hera2 =Aurcs 1in
SoMme areas conmorise thne malority of the 200Uiaticor (TArcuInout
Turkey they renresent apout Tifteen nercent o Tur<evy!'s 43
millicnm ooouiationd. Hrapns, & susstantially smalier SragorTidn
of the nanulatiom concentrated irn Tur<ev?!s southeast. wouid aiso
ne liaocie to Saviet influence tarouan  1in<s witn  the  Tascoow—
hackee Syrians and PLU. Thayre nave bpeen some  resoris  of
cacaeration in  Turkey Detweern XKurds ang Hrmaernian  extremnists
(nerhans nct indigencus to Turkey's awn Armenian scouliaticn  of
Q. d¥nd, comcewncrated in istanbdul).

in Hugust 19892 there were some 7/.254 o@rsons urncer
gerternticorn  or serving sentences 1n Turkey, &S Cmnoared to alous
4,00 after tThe 1371 milstary inverventiorm. =Moot BAd ta Tw
percent of thne orisaners in 1982 were 1eftists. H o riamoer  OT
terrorist leaders were stili at larce. mavirs flied to westarw
zurcoe anc tne migolie Sast. Turkisn societvy rtaces a oreat

cnallenge to reivntedrate tnese terns of thousaras.
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Leftist 1geclogles —— MAsSCow=1insDiret o SUODRDCRT 20 o
atnerwise =-—- wiil continue to attract adrmerents 1n TOe L7ow’ s,
ana The greatest canfer L118s 11 Rastary  Tur<av, =Tl ol B

gislacartiarn, *A&01C uwrdanization, cersistent unefua: ceveicamnent
among reglons ang classes, anc the oroximity of sSoCialist recines
are scome of tne reasons. Major sacial anc economic reforms  are
not visipnle on the oolitical herizon. Turxkey’s ecanomic
austerity program has not eased hign unemolayment oo neloed
income redistribution.

Turkey's pererals haoe tnat a return to Xemalist Qalues caﬁ
nralit tnis treng. ang tnat a new constitution will cure structural
weaxKnesses. Turkisn society is resilient amc may nave ust
nassed a critical .o-int 1n 1ts ceveispnment. T cates aimast o
evidermce aof oossiple Soviet intluernce onm miiitary ofrficers nas
peer uncovered. excent for A fegw 1mgivicguals &t Sh2 o

cammissicnea officer level. H  Ccadticus reaging

Y

‘ Tyrsev’e
fugure 1s. Nowever, oound 1t Clve COMSIQEradia wellrt To redlorna.
ang i1ntermaticornai cevelcoments, anc tnese carmot 5& reEaAC  Wlth
certainty at tnis point. whatever that future mav hoio. 1t is

certalirn tnat the boviet Uniom?’s asicing imterest 1m 1ts  sauthern

meighoor will conmtinue.




SOVIET RELATICONS IN THE GULF

DAVID L. PFRICE

k1972), bilateral relations have been difficult, mutually
suspicicus and more directly affected by events in Baghdad than
in Moscow.

Indirect Soviet-Iraqi links began in 1934 with the creation
of the Communist Party of Iraq (CPI) but its existence has been
precaricus and violent and there is no evidence to show that the
CPI has had any influence on Iragi policy. Formal relations were
established in August 1344, broken off in Jarnuary 13955, then
resumed in March 1953. In the last 3@ years there have been four

major bilateral agreements; a trade agreement (Oct. 12958) an

-“s

agreement on technical and economic cooperation (March 195%9) 3 the

-

ereation of an Iraqi-Soviet Friendship Scociety (1953-63 and then
1969 to the present) and a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation
{(Rpril 1372). Since 19539 arnd under the wide umbrella of these
agreemerts the Soviet Urion has assisted about 4@ major projects
in Irag.

The‘turbulent pragress of bilateral relations has presented
aralysts with a reasarnably clear picture of the main agents of
Soviet influernce in Irag-military aid, economic assistance and

Moscow's opportunism towards the CRI.




The Soviet Urnion has made its greatest impact on Irag with
military aid and sales programs which provided a direct and fast
route to influernce. Before 1374 Moscow's arms sales to Iragq
totalled about 2 billiond But after the 13973 Middle East war,
the @il price rise, a shift irvn Soviet strategy nnd the rising
cost of modern weaponry, Iraq was one of four clients (the others
were Syria, ARlgeria and Libya) that accounted for 78 percent of
total estimated Soviet sales of $34 billion in the pericod 1974~
79.4 It was also attractive.to Moscow to be able to demand
payment in hard currency from o2il-vrich Iraq. For examplé, in
1376, Moscow signed a $1 billion arms deal with Iraq making it
the Saviet Union’s top arms recipient. Since that time; Moscow
has delivered arms according to the terms of that agreement
including MiG-23s and T-62 tanks. The following year, Iraq
received ona fifth of total Soviet arms deliveries to the Thinrd
World.

This massive irncrease ir the sale ard delivery of military

equipmernt to  Irag was accompanied by significant nrnumbers of

Soviet military technicians and instructors. In 1378 it was
4

estimated that there were 1,188 such technicians in Iraq. But

the training is in two parts because it also includes the
instruction of Iraqi persornrmel in the Soviet Union. It is
extremely difficult to calculate the number of Iraqis that have
received or are still on training in the Soviet Union; a Western
ambassador in the Gulf suggested to the writer that it could be

about 609, That seems low.




The gquality of Soviet training is a matter for conjecture;
the performance of Iraqi forces against the Iranians in the
Shatt-al-Arab war suggests that it may not be very good. So@iet
inmstructors in Irag assist in the assembly and maintenance of
military equipment and they groom the officer corps for staff and
operational duties. Training courses have been established for
an entire range of weaponry -- from small arms to advanced
fighter aircraft and air deferse systems. Soviet instructors
also serve in Iraqi’s staff schools and military academy. In
their capacity as advisors, Soviet officers have sometimes played
key rsles in médernizing and reorganizing the Iragqi military
establishment. In excepticrnal cases Soviet officers have been
actively involved in combat operations; in the 1974/75 campaign
against Kurdish insurgents, Soviet officers directed several tank
and artillery attacks. It is conceivable that some Soviet
officers were irvolved in the recent Iraqi offensive against the
Iranians but they are ocbviously well back from the combat zone as
none has been captured or become a casualty.

Sirce the late 1978s, Iraq has diversified its arms supplies
by buying French equipment but still remains heavily dependent on
Soviet military hardware. Despite its arms sales to Irag the
Soviet Uniom has not made ideological converts of the Iragi
Baathist leadership. Nevertheless, as a vehicle, the transfer of
arms enabled Moscow to rneutralize the Baghdad Pact (later CENTQ)
and it has helped to weaken Western influence in the region. A
less tangible cornsequence of the military relationship is that
the Soviet Urion has established important contacts with Iragi

military leaders as well as with Junior officers who may




eventually hold key posgsitions in the Iraqi powor.structure. But
as the Soviet Union has learned from two Middle East wars, a
special relationship with its client could bring it into
unwelcome military confrontation with the U.S.

But severe strains have entered the Soviet~Iragi wmilitary
relationship partlx because of Iraq's persecution of the CPIl but
mainly because Iraq has condemmed the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, Soviet neutrality in the Irag-Iran war, and Soviet
reluctance to provide arms for the Iraqi war effort. Two Iraqi
military missions visited Moscow in 1981 but both were
unsuccessful. In addition, Iraq, in common with some Arab states
has been diversifying its sources of military equipment, a move
that could weaken the effectiveress of Soviet arms sales as a
pxlitical lever. It seems ironic that Iraq, which has received
about $10 billion (about 20 percent of total Soviet arms
commitment), has moved the furthest among Moscow’s major arms-
clients in seeking other suppliers. In January 1381, the
delivery of the first Mirage F-1 fighters -— of 6@ ordered in
1977 -- was reported in the Washington Post (2 Feb. 1981), which
contrasted markedly to the embargeo on major arms shipments
imposad Ey Mogscow since the start of the Irag-Iran war in
September 1380Q.

These strains in the Scoviet-Iraqi military relationship
serve to underline orne of the fundamental weakrnesses in that
relationship, which is Baathist chronic suspicion of Moscow. It
is highly probable that whatever the result of the Irag-Iran war,

the Soviet Union will corntinue to supply arms to Irag and that




those arms will be regularly upgraded. Soviet prestige is
heavily irnvolved in Iraq and there ig a political forfeit to be
paid if Iraq were let down by Moscow. Yet, despite Moscéw's
nearly Z@-year military relatiornship with Iraq, at no point have
the Soviets it been able to convert it into effective political
leverage within the Iraqi ieadership. No one in Baghdad can be

called Moscow’!s man.

The principal channel of Soviet economic assistance to Iraq
has been the oil industry.. In December 1367, a letter of intent
was sigrned by the Committee for Foreign Economic Relations of the
Soviet Council of Ministers and the Irag National 0il Company
(INGC)H, . The agréement covered exploratory
drilling, supply of equipment by the Soviet Union all of which
would be paid for by Iraq inm crude o0il deliveries. Thus a
framework was established for a series of agreements and
contracts to be made between Iraqi and Soviet agencies not only
in 2il1l but in many other fields.

In June 19672 a general agreement was sigrned between INOC and
the Soviet agercy Machirwcexport providing for a loan of %72
million under which contracts would be nregotiated for the
aravision of drilling rigs, survey teams, 2ilfield equipment, the
services of Soviet experts to assist in preparing designs and
specifications and training_facilities of all kinds. By 1971
three {Turther agreements in the 2il sector had beevi signed for a

total of %285 million —— all to be paid for in crude oil. Should




crude 2il not be available, paymerit would be made in convertible
currency.

There 1is no doubt that between 1971-19735 Soviet technical
assistance to INOC was competent and the Iraqis admitted that
their own efficiency bad improved. By 1974 Iraq had begun to
express its dissatisfaction with the slowness of Soviet equipment
delivery and several protocols were signed committing the Soviet
Union to expedite the supply of equipment. The Soviet Union also
undertook to supply tankers to export Iraqi crude and to
construct the projected pipeline from Rumailah to the
Mediterranean. In early 1372, a Soviet tanker under charter to
INQC left with 21,008 tons of corude oil for the Soviet Union. In
the second quarter of 1972 INOC exported 388,183 tons, half of
which went to the Soviet Union and ancther quarter to East

Germany. Soon after Alexei Kosygin headed a Soviet delegation to

the inaugural ceremonies in Baghdad, a 15-year Treaty of
Friendship and Cocoperation was signed on April 9. The Middle
East Ecgnomic Survey . (14 April 1972) stated “..the treaty’'s

significarnce 1lies in the fact that it consecrates the economic
and political presence of the Soviet Union in the Gulf area“.
After 1974 the rapid increase in crude oil prices brought home to
the Iragis the liabilities of barter trade. For example, in a
1971 agreement, the Saviet Union fixed the price of barter crude
20 percent below the posted price. Since ther the crude oil
barter trade between both countries has beenn slowly but not
completely dropped. Morecver INOC has become dissatisfied with
Soviet w@il industry expertise. In 1979 the U.S. company

Halliburtorn was invited by Iraq to conduct a study of the north




Rumailah field in ar attempt to improve production and to
introduce enhanced recovery techniques.

Like other countries, Iraq has found that Soviet economic
assistarnce brings with it several disadvantages which a
developing country in a hurry =-- like Iraq ~~ simply does not
rneed. By 13978, as a trading partner, the Soviet Union had
dropped from fourth to sixth as a supplier and was seventh as a
customer (non-oil). The main constraints of Soviet economic

aid, as seen by the Iragis, are that it is tied tc equipment

purchases in the Soviet Union. At least 95 percent of Soviet
economic aid interest must be pre-paid -- traditﬁonally over 12
years -— at a rate of two and a half or three percent. In the

Soviet view, ecoruomic assistance seems productive and inexpensive
especially as the Iragis had paid in crude cil; in 1978 the
Soviet Union received nearly 7 million tong of crude from Irag.
Because the o0il market has changed so dramatically in the last
few years, Iraq like Libya, has started selling ~-— not trading
its oil to the Soviet Union. The manpower in the Iragi oil
industry is now mainly Iraqi, Brazilian, Indian and French. One
interesting area that might be developed is the possibility of
the Soviet Urnion becoming a major commercial importer of Arab and
Iragi oil. If all that were invalved were Soviet domestic
requirements, Soviet reserves are more than adequate for the
forseeable future. But the Soviet Urion has commitments to other
Communist states. By 19392 the energy requirements of COMECON
members are expected to grow by 250 percent. At the same time

the main certers of extraction and production in the Soviet Union




are nmoving more and more to eastern regions which invelves a
significant rise in costs. So at this rate more Arabian oil -——
especially Iragi -— is a very attractive proposition. But, g;ven
their present problems, the Iragis are not interested in selling
il for non-convertible currencies.

The Soviet Union faces ancother obstacle in negotiating
Iraqi @il  imports: the competition it pregsents to the
petrochemical industries of the Arab oil states. All of them
have petrochemical plants in operation which are meant to provide
an alternative source of income for those states which will
enable them to reduce their deperndence on o0il exports. But
competitive Soviet ammonia sales could average 2 million tons in
1987 and it is unlikely that this quantity can be absorbed by
world markets. So if the Soviet Union seeks to import Iraqi oil,

Iragq -— and its neighbors -- are Justified in asking for a

reduction in Soviet petrochemical production. Iraq’'s honeymoon
with Soviet ecoromic aid coocled in the mid-seventies. Visitorsg
to the annual Raghdad Trade FfFair have remarked on the

predominance of American, French, Japanese, British, German apd
Italian companies, all of which are doing business in Irag.
Soviet technical assistance was orucial in 197@-1374 in
accelerating the develapment of Iraqi oil industry, but since
then, Iraqi economic development has been progressing steadily
under the advice and direction of Western consultants and
comparies. Even the centralized economic plans -~ based on the
Soviet model and adopted by Irag —-- are being loosened to a point

where 3@ percent of the Iraqi economy is now run by the private




sectaor. An Arab diplamat commented that "Soviet aid helped Iragq

to move from a crawl to a walk. Iraq can now run unaided".

For nearly 5@ years, the relationship between the CPI and
the 1Iragqi regime has been disfigured by blond and vengeance.
Even when +the CPl -- at its most successful point ~-- was
represented in goverrnment, it was subsequently persecutad, its
leadership hounded into exile and other leading figures hanged or
shot. One of the principal sources of tension between the CPI
and the ruling Baath party is that they are competitors for
power. This was rnot apparent in July 1968 when a Baathist junta
came to power and quickly took ecntrol of the Baath party, the
state and the military machirery. During 1968-73;, Iragi-Soviet
relations peaked arnd the CPI came closest to sharing power with
the Baathists. The Treaty of Friendship was signed and an
irterrial power struggle within the CPI between Soviet and Chinese
factions was resolved in the Moscow group?s favor. In 1973, the
CPI, after some Soviet pressure, agreed to form a progressive
National Front with the Baathists and the main Kurdish ethnic
party, %the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDF).

But almost immediately the CPI found itself vulrnerable to
the mercurial spasms of Iraqi-Soviet relations. In the 1973
Middle East war, the chiét Urnion supported Egyptiam and Syrian
efforts to regotiate a settlement with Israel. Iraq was opposed
t2 any negotiations. Moscow also failed to support Iraq in its
long-rurning dispute with Iran over the Shatt al RArab, and

disagreed with Baghdad or how to end the Kurdish conflict. It




certainly did not help the CPI's position that many of its
leaders were Kurds -— at a time when Iraq tried to destroy -the
Xurdish insurgency at any cost. In March 1972 Iraq sigred an
agreement with Iran that erded Iranian support for the Kurds.
Moscow complained that it should have been informed about the
agreement according to the terms of the 1972 treaty.

Anincsity between the CPI and the Baath sharpenad in 1978,
Its first sign was the Iraqi request to the Soviet embassy to
nove., The embassy was close to the presidential palace from
which it could electronically eavesdrop on discussions in the
palace. The embassy refused, then the Iraqis cut off electricity
and water supplies to the building until the Soviets complied. In
May 1378, 21 Iraqi officers were executed for trying to organize
Cammuriist cells inside the army. They had beern arrested three
years previcusly. On July 17, 1978, Saddam Hussein declared that
the executions had beern a political act arnd that they had been
carried out despite arn appeal by the Soviet ambassadcr.a At the
time of the executions the CPI lost its ornly cabinet post and in
December 1378, 18 other Communist officers and soldiers were
executed. The Baath party’s sensitivity to leftist intrigue in
the military had some point because clandestine military
subversion had given the Baathists power a decade earlier.

This purge of the CRI forced the leadership inta exile in
Bulgaria and the FDRY where some of them were pursued by agents
of the Baathist govervment. Some Communists left Baghdad to join

the Kurdish resistance urder Jalal Talabawni. There was na formal

public comment by the Soviet Union about the persecution of the
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CRI. In fact the episode underlined once again Moscow's
willingriess to sacrifice local Communists in the interests of
state—-to—state relatiaons. But the purge of the CFI affeéted
these relations and Irag began to criticize harshly the Saviet
Union. Iraq differed with Moscow over Ethiopia -- Baghdad
supported the Eritrean separatists while Moscow. provided massive
military aid to Ethieopia. Iraq also recorded its divergence from
the Soviet Union over a Middle East gsettlement. From the winter
of 1978 events in Iraq began to be dominated by the revolution in
Iran and by 1988, open warfare between the two countries brought
a further detericration in Soviet-Iraqi relations. Moscow
refused to provide Iraqg with the military equipment it asked for
and Baghdad correctly interpreted Soviet behavior at this stage

as arother signal of Soviet imperialism and opportunism.

Sraspects for the CRI
In Irag, the CPI 1is dominated by the Baathist security
machinery and is regarded with suspicion and distrust. It is

identified solely with the Soviet Union which puts it at a great

disadvantage against the Baathist claim to be sccialist, Arab and

secular. In short it is at the mercy of a vioclent and vengeful
regime. Mzreaver, the aexample of the Irarmian revolution has
Flushed out anather major threat to the Cri-Islamic
furndamentalisn. The Communists compete for essentially the same

public as the furdamentalists ard in the industrial areas of
Baghdad and southern Irag, the Shia fundamentalists have cut a
broad swathe through the CRI's potential supporters. The only

commorn  factor hetween them is that, in essence, they are both
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anti-regime. But that is rot nmuch of a bond because the
Baathists will probably intrigue amongst the movements so as- to
set them at each other’s throcats. The CPI’s only hope is that if
it can maintain its organization, and should the present Baathist
regime fall, it might be able to do a deal with the incoming
Jurnta. Yet in traditional Iraqi fashion, that junta could be
even more viclent than its predecessor. And if the Shia Islamic
fundamentalists participate in political change in Baghdad, they

will be as hastile to the CPI as are the Baathists.

Soviet-Kuwait Relations
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The historical record of Soviet policy towards the Persian

Gulf betweer 1317 and 1335 reveals that priority was given to the
non—-Arab regional actors, Turkey and Iran. It is probable that
this priority is still high.in Moscow? s southern policy because
these two countries share borders with the Soviet Union. Saviet
concern for the security of its scuthern borders has been
especially acute when Turkey and Iran were firmly pro-Western.
Although Soviet interest in the Persian Gulf has been well
documerted in Soviet—-Nazi relations in the 1348s;, thaere was no
direct manifestation of it until the early 1370s. At that time
British military withdrawal from the Gulf, the emergence of the
Indiarn Ocean as a strategic region, the Shah of Iran’s imperial
ambitions, the Arab-Israeli dispute, and the scramble for oil
supplies were some of the main factorsg that drew the Soviet Union
into the region. In the Arab Gulf, Moscow's position was weakj

it had dipleomatic relationg with Kuwait and Iraq but in neither
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case has it been able to convert thogse links into decisive
regional political and military advantage.

Diplomatic relations with Kuwait were established ir M;rch
1263 and they were followed by an agreement onm economic and
technical cooperation (Feb. 19635) and a cultural agreement (March
1967). The first and only arms deal was the sale of a battery of
SAM 6/7 missiles for $50 milliom in 13793, (R trespassing Iranian
Phantom was shot down by a Kuwaiti marmed SAM 6 in November
138@). On the face of it the links are modes and do not appear
to loom large in the foreign policies of either country. In
material terms Kuwait does not receive many benefits from its
Soviet links. Moscow supplies lumber, cement, building materials
arnd machinery to Kuwait but this constitutes less than 5§ percent
of HKuwait’s foreign trade. Similar proaucts of better quality
and lower priaes are available from Rsian and Western suppliers.

The cultural and technical links are slightly more visible
in the form of ballet troupes, news agency cooperation, fisheries
and medical experts and the rare visits of Soviet orientalists.
Kuwait's arms inventory is almost exclusively American, British
and French. But if meither side gets much in the way of material
benefits and concessions, the political value of the link is
high. The main Justification for the investment from the Soviet
side is that (a) the Saviet embassy in Kuwait is the only one in
the lower Gulf and it is backed by seven cther East Eurcpean
embassies (GDR, Poland, Yugoslavia, Romania, Czechoslovakia,
Bulgaria and Hungary) all of which combine to form a highly
efficient listening post; (b) for the Soviet Union, HKuwait is a

charmeal | to Saudi Arabia which Moscaow energetically and




assidunusly cultivates; () the importance to the Soviet Union of
earning the goodwill of the six—-nation fledgling Gulf Coopera#ion
Courneil (BCC) formed in May 1381 and largely a Saudi creation.
For Huwait, diplomatic relations with Moscow allows the
emirate to play a convinecing role as non—aligned nation between
the superpowers. This role is played skillfully and gives Kuwait
exceptional influence iny the region and in the Middle East
conflict. Its Foreign Minister can talk to Washington and
Riyadh, anrnd also to Moscow and Aden. But this link also brings
with it pressures in the form of persistent lobbying .by the
diplomats of eight Communist nations and the stream of visitors
they inspire. In mid-1382 there were about 217 Soviet and East
European diplomats in HKuwait, and in six months, major
delegations from Hungary, Bulgaria and the Soviet Union visited
the emirate. In contrast, non-Communist diplomats in Kuwait were
hine times greateé in riumber and there were 37 ministerial visgits
ta Muwait from Asia, Africa, the Middle East, Europe and North
America. But the point about emphasizing the contrast is that
the East European and Scoviet diplomats and visitors spoke with
ore voice, and presented a united front. East European diglomats
have taold the writer on several occasions that each Communist
embassy or delegation in its turm raises the questiocnm with
Muwaiti officials of Soviet-Saudi relations. The Eastern bloc
has tried to organize two freelance operatioms like a Bulgarian
trade fair in the URAE arnd an East German cultural week in
Bahrain, Both were courteocusly blocked by the host governments.

Most of the Communist diplomats in Muwait are allowed to visit
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some of the lower Gulf states like Bahrain, Gatar and the URE,
but none, with the exception of the Romanians and Yugoslavs, are
allowed to visit Saudi Arabia and Omarn. |

In many respects, East European links with Kuwait allow
these countries to earn much-needed hard currency. When the
Bulgarian president, Todor Zhivkov visited Kuwait in March 1982,
the Joint communique mentioned that Bulgaria was seeking
", . BCoNOmic caope;ation particularly in industrial arnd touristic
fields in addition to sources of finance"” (Kuwait News Agency, 13
March 1982). Kuwaiti officials and ministers have visited every

East Europeanrstate and the Emir of Kuwait visited Yugoslavia,

Bulparia and Romania in 1981,
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Sirnce early 1973, in a move related to the Iranian
revelution, the Soviet media has maintained a steady and cordial
attitude towards Saudi Qrabia. But it was not until November
1381, following the Emir’s visit to the Balkars, that the Soviet
p%ess singléd cout Kuwait. The Socviet riewspaper, Scovietskaya
Rzssiya (12 November 13981) praised the role that Kuwait played in

the affairs of the Middle East and the world. "The government of

Kuwait"™ it said, "Ffirmly adheres to the principle of positive
naeutrality. It consisterntly stands for the corsolidation of
peaceful security, for reducing irnternational tension, for the

termination of the arms race, for the elimination of all seats
(sic) of corises and for the eradication of the remmants of
colonmialism”. The article roted that the Kuwaiti leaders have

repeatedly made a "...high appraisal of the stand maintained by




the U.S.S.R. which speaks up firmly in support of the right of
the Arab Gulf states to use their national wealth at their -own
discretion. Kuwait was ore of the first astates in the region to
hack up the well-known proposals by Leonid Brezhnev on ensuring
peace and security in the Gulf". This last statement is a total
falsification of the record. When Kuwait’s Foreign Minister
visited the Soviet Union in April 1981 the Jjoint communigque was
vague on the Brezhnev proposals and when the Kuwaiti minister
returned to Kuwait he stated candidly that Kuwait and the Soviet
Union held different views on Bulf security.

Subsequently, the London-based Einancial Times (16 November
1381) ran a story about imminent Soviet—-Saudi links, The story
alleged that Saudi Arabia promised its oil-producing neighbors
that it would”.. urgently review the question of diplomatic
relations with the Scviet Urion. The pledge is understood to
have come after strong pressure from Kuwait which has had an
ambassador in Moscow since 196&. The cther members of the Gulf
Cooperation Council (GCC) are believed t>» have indicated they
were prepared to exchange ambassadors with Moscow'. But,
consistent with tradition, Saudi Arabia officially denied the
reports. Yet the pattern is set; the Soviet Union is in no hurry
to clirch it with Saudi Arabia. After all, it has time and has
beern pursuing the same gereral trerds of its foreign policy since
1917 == some Soviet watchers argue that parts of that policy are
2f even greater vintage. At the moment, HKuwait's close associa-

tionm with Saudi Arabia is converient for the Soviet Uniong it
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might Just serve Soviet purposes, scmething might just come of

it.

The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), formed in May 1981, is a
political association of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar,
the URE and Oman. Its Secretary GCerneral is the former Kuwaiti
ambassador to Washington, Abdulla Bishara. Although the GCC is a
Saudi creation, its public image is Kuwaiti. Not surprisingly,
the Soviet Union took an interest in its formation. Initially,
that interest was in the form of spoiling tacfics, especially
whern Kuwait was, momentarily, at the center of the Arab-Soviet
relationship. The Soviet ambassador to Kuwait, Nikolai Sikachev
wag interviewed by a local Arabic daily, A1 Seyassah (14 March
1381) and the GCC -- the hottest topic around at the time -~- was
not ment ioned. Through their South Arabian clients, the PDRY,
the Russians tried to persuade the GCC conference in Muscat
(March 13981) ta address the issue of U.8. facilities in the Gulf
and the Horn of Africa. A Saudi diplomat poeinted out that the
PDRY message did nrot mention the Soviet military presence in
Aden.

AR year later the Soviet attitude may have changed but it has
yet to be officially recorded. The Soviet Union may be playing
the waiting game until the GCC’s policy towards Moscow is
defined. In fact, the issue of Soviet—-GCC relations has
presented Bishara with a few problems. At the second GCC summit
in Gatar (Oct. 1981) he diécaunted speculation that the GCC would

discuss diplomatic relations with the Scviet Union, He stressed




that member states of the GCC, "..not even Kuwait, have requested
the inclusion of the diplomatic ties with Moscow on the agenda’
(Gatar News Agency, 28 Oct. 1981), Five months later, Bishara
was again on the defensive: "Gulf countries are maintaining a
dialogue with Eastern Europe directly and through embassies in
Xuwait. The GCC has no E@st European embassies but that wiil not
affect the dialogue. Embassies are not important to make contact
with these countries" (Emirates News Agency, February 3, 1382).

A month later, _interviewed on Kuwait television, Bishara
spoke with more candor. "The Bulf countries are reluctant ¢to

excharnige diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union and other

socialist countries because they have no initiative in world

affairs., But the absernce of relations with them does not mean
that the Gulf states are aligned against them”. Bishara added
that "..the Soviet Union is involved in problems directly

affecting the GCC member countries. Oman had complained that the
Soviet Union is playing a role in the Sultarnate’'s dispute with
Sauth  Yemen™. He disclosed that the question of exchanging
diplomatic relations with the Soviet Uniocn had been under
discussion for nearly a year within the GCC." Kuwait and the PLO
bhave been trying to talk Saudi Prabia and other GCC members to
balance their relations with the West by excharnging diplomatice
ties with Moscow and East Eurcopean countries” (Kuwait News
Agercy, 21 March 1982).

A month later Hishara's premonitions were fulfilled when the
GCC susperded the dialogue with the Eastern bloc countries soon

after the Soviet Union refused to guarantee it would not meddle
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in the domestic affairs of the region. To quote a Kuwaiti
official, "wa were convinced we stood to gain nothing from: a
dialogue and diplomatic ties with the Soviet Unien and other

socialist countries”.

Conglusion

Soviet-Kuwaiti diplomatic relations have produced
insignificant material berefits in the 1;;t 20 years. But for
both parties, those links have political and symbolic

significance that greatly exceeds bilateral trade and cultural
ralations. The Communist presence in Kuwait provides a long-term
listening post for pétro-political events in the Persian Gulf, a
conduit for Soviet-Saudi relations and a diplomatic anterna to
monitor and react to (and possibly influence) the emergence of a
regicnal, political strategic alliarnce.

Nevertheless, despite the tenacity and opportunism of Soviet
policy towards Kuwéit, there is no sign that Kuwait's national
interest or political behavior has been affected by that policy.
The emirate’s material interests are served by the West, it is
unlikely to be invaded by Soviet forces, pro-Soeviet subversives
have no prospects in the state, and the pressures that bear most
heavily on Kuwait are those exerted by Saudi Arabia, Iraq, nore

recently Iran, Islamic fundamentalism and the Falestinians.




THE U.S.S.R. AND EGBYPT

by Alvin Rubinstein

When the post-Stalin Soviet leadership embarked on its
forward policy in the Third World in the mid-195@8s, relations
with Egypt figured prominently in the Kremlin's thinking. Egypt
(with India) was the centerpiece of Soviet attention and
expectations. Over the years, the Soviet Union invested enormous
economic, military, and political capital in pioneering
undertakings, ranging from construction of major projects to
restoration of the fighting capability of a client defeated in
war to deployment of combat forces on behalf of a client faced
with defeat at the hands of a U.S.-backed regional rival.

During almost three decades of sustained and intense
interaction, the Soviet quest for influence in Egypt was marked
by frustrations and stunning s;tbacks, greater than those
experiernnced by the U.85.85.R. in any other courted Third World
country — and all of them despite ccmmendable'Saviet behavior as
a patron and protector. A verdict of "failure" would - - seem
warranted, and even in Soviet circles there are probably those
who would agree. However, in assessing Soviet policy in a Third
World country, it is important rnot to impute to Scoviet leaders
criteria of success and failure that appear reasonable or
compelling to us, and rot to averlook the broader context within
which that policy evolved. The Soviet Union pursues a number of
gimultareocus abjectives in the Third World: to support
governments whose regicnal policies oppose those of the United

States and its clients; to acquire military facilities;y ¢to




undermine Western influence; to encourage reliance on the Soviet
Urniong to ernhance the position of local Commumist parties; and to
romote the establishment of Soviet-type vanguard parties. éuch
a full plate complicates the process of determining the hierarchy
of Soviet preferences, which is a necessary step if we are $o
ascribe success or failure to a particular policy.

A key to the enigma of Soviet policy is the notion of
strategic context. The priorities that impel Soviet leaders and
explain why they persist in believing the game is worth the
candle inheres in the quest for local ana regional advantages
conducive to the advancement of Soviet imperial aims. Criteria
for evaluating Soviet policy may be identified in order of
importance: first, the changed configuration of regional
alignments that emerge as a cornisequence of Soviet behavior;
second, the extent to which U.S. policy or interests are
underminedy; and third, the increase in Soviet influence in

specific countries or movements.

Soviet-Egyptian relations are analyzable in terms af
discrete periods during which certain priorities and
characteristics predominated. This periodization -=- 1955 ¢to

1967, 1967 to 1973, and 13974 to the present -- highlights the
continuities and changes in Soviet policy, the means used to
implement that peolicy, and the principal accomplishments and
disappointments. It allows for evaluating past Soviet influence
arnd speculating about future Soviet prospects. Moreover, such an
approach could facilitate comparisonnwith Soviet efforts toward

other Third World countries, and it suggests that the quest for




influence is a cyclicaly; on—-going process rather than a zero-sum
game.

From 1917 to 1945 the U.S5.S.R.’8 policy in the Middle éast
focused an geographically contiguous Turkey, Iran, and
Afghanistan. After World War 11, despite new opportunities,
Soviet prospects in the Arab East were bleak.,. Stalin’s attempted
blackmail of Turkey and Iran and his support in the United
Nationzs General Rssembly for the partition of Palestine and the
creation of the State of Israel intensified the Arab world's
deeply ingrained suspicions of Communism, whose philosophy of
materialism was diametrically opposed to the tenets of Islam,.
Arab Communists, drawn primarily from ethnic and religious
ninorities, were weak, gererally of low status, and isolgted from
mainstream mnationalist movements.

The Soviet Union and Egypt discovered one ancother in the
charged domestic, regional, arnd internatioral circumstarces that
followed the death of Stalin in March 1353 and the emergerice of
Gamal Abdel Nasser after the toppling of the monarchy in July
1352, On the one hard, Soviet leaders aimed to undermine the
interlocking system of alliances that the United States was
trying to extend to the Middle East. O the other, Nasser,
apposed to the establishment of Western~sponsored military pacts
in the region, resented the flow of British arms to Iraq, Egypt's
main rival in the Arab world, and felt frustrated by his
inability to purchase weapons for strengthening his army against
Israel. This convergence of interest paved the way for expansion
of Soviet-Egyptian relations. On September 27, 1988, after a

number of visits by Soviet officials and a flurry of secret




negotiations, Nasser announced a major arms agreemant between
Egypt and Czechoslovakia (the U.S.S5.R.’'s temporary surrogate).
Arms became the key to Moscow’s entry into Egypt and its
subsequent campaign for influence.

Soviet aims were to undermine the Western (particularly
American) political-military presence in the ARArab world,
establish a Soviet presence there, and encourage a pro-Soviet
oriantation among Arab nationalist movements. The outlines of a
far ranging Soviet strategy for attaining these objectives
emerged during the mid—-13952s: to support those Arab regimes that
opposed Western military groupings. in the Middle East; to
encourage regimes that opted for nonalignment politically and the
rorn—capitalist path of development economically; to axploif the
Arab-Israel dispute; to use political rivalries in the Arab world
for improving its position with anti~Western regimes; to expand
econcmic and military ¢ties in order to acquire political
influence; and to encourage, where feasible, the legitimation of
Commurnist participation in Arab nationalist novements.

The changes in Soviet policy preceded a doctrinal
revisionism whose impetus came from a more sophisticated
appreciationn of the possibilities that existed for penetrating
the Third World. This "forward policy” received ideological
saniction at the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (CPSU) in February 1936, when Nikita S. Khrushchev
stressed the political-strategic importarce of the Afro-Asian

world and the uses that the emerging "zone of peace"” could have




for the promotion of Soviet interests; but it was driven by the
urge for strategic advantage.

From 1988 on, Soviet—-Egyptiarn relations became a functio; of
U.S.~-Egyptian relations: deterioration in the latter led ¢to
improvement in the former. During the 1954 to 1357 period, when
Moscow’s role was still minimal, Washington exaggerated the
extent to which Moscow could exploit Nasser for its own purposes
and underestimated Nasser's capacity for unpredictable
initiatives. The 1955 Soviet-Egyptian arms deal proved fateful,
bhecaugse it alienated the United States and Britain, as well as
heightened Israel’s fears; and because it emboldened Nasser,
leading both to his recognition of the Pecple’s Republic of China
in May 1936, a move that, in turn, impelled Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles to withdraw support for America’'s financing of
the Aswan High Dam, and to his nationalization of the Suez Canal
Company in July 13936, thus triggering the chain of events that
prompted Israel, Britain, and France to attack Egypt at the end
of October 19356.

Though it was Americary, not Soviet, pressure on Britain,
France, and Israel that forced their withdrawal.and saved Nasser,
the Saviet Uriion's prestige nornetheless rosé spectacularly in the
Arab world as it replaced Egyptian arms lost to the Israelis in
Sinai, lent Egypt several hundred million‘dollars for ecoromic
development, and upheld Caire's position in United Nations
discussions. Khrushchev spoke out strongly on Egypt's behalf,
but he carefully avoided any military actions that might elicit a
foreceful respornse from the United States, still the preemirent

military power in the region. He did, however, further expand




SBaviet assistance to Egypt: in October 1958, Moscow agreed to
finance the construction of the Aswan Dams trade increased,: as
did interaction in the political and cultural aspheres.

The revolution that overthrew Nuri Said’s pro-Western regime
irn PBaghdad in July 1358 and that had been hailed by Moscow and
Cairo, paradoxically, caused their first seriocus disagreements.
During the 1959-1961 period, the Soviet Union found itself
increasingly supportive of Iraq, at a time when relations between
Egypt and Iraq turned sour because of conterntiousness over how
best to advance Arab unity. For Moscow, Irag tock a correct
position on key issues. For example, whereas Nasser was trying
to balance good relatiorns with the U.S.5.R. with an improvement
in ties to the Western countries, Irag was militantly hostile to
the West;s whereas Egypt suppressed local Communists, Irag
tolerated them; and whereas Nasser engaged in bitter public
exchanges with Khrushchev over the merits of Arab socialism
versus the-Soviet variamt (scientific sacialism), Iraq posed ro
such ideomlogical ghallenge.

Shrewdly, “hrushchev kept Moscow?s mini-Cold War with Cairo
cver  outlook, strategy, and issues from interfering with the
steady expansion of ecornomic and military ties. He did not wish
tz aliemnate Nasser, who was enormously popular in the Arab world.,
Moreover, by mid-1961-13962, disenchantment with Iraq's strongman,
Abd al-Karim Qasim, had set in because he turned against Ilocal
Cormunists. However, it was military considerations that loomed
most  prominently in Khrushchev's decision to tone down his

disagreemernt with Nasser. The May 1361 Rlbanian eviction of the




Soviets from the naval base they had enjoyed at Valone since the
end of World War Il and the imminent U.S5. deployment of Polaris
submarines in the Mediterranean whetted Moscow's stratégic
interest in Egypt and prompted intensification of its courtship
of Cairo.

Moscow increased the size of its aid preograms and backed

Masser’s intervention in Yemen from 13962 to 196€7: the 62,208 to
82,098 troops were Egyptiang the weapons, supplies, and
logistical support were Soviet. By subsidizing Nasser, the
Kremlin sought to advanece several objectives: above all, ¢to

deepen Nasser’s dependency, in order to obtain naval facilities
for the Soviet Mediterranean fleet; to intensify pressure on the
British in Aden, and on Saudi Arabia; to establish close ties
with a new "progressive" force arnd prevent its being overthrown
by "reactionary,” Western—-supported leaders. Throughout, it
olayed up the threat from imperialism. Ideological and political
dilemmas were subordinated to the pursuit of strategic and
military objectives. While aid to Egypt did nat bring Moscow a
privileged position until after the June War, it did induce
Nasser to persist in a peolicy that narrowed his options\ and
heightered his dependence on the U.S.S.R.

For reasons of his own, Nasser muted his disagreements with
Khrushchev. On the eve of the Soviet leader's visit inm May 1964,
he ammestied imprisoned Communists in a gesture of political
recornciliation. He also permitted Soviet naval ships to make
visits, but refused to negotiate any permarent arrangements.
Indeed, notwithstanding four official vigits (in 1961, 1368,

1966, and 1967) by Scviet Admiral Sergei G. Gorshkov and




extensive Soviet military assistance, Moscow had very little to
show for its courtship; "Egypt itself was taking more than it.was
giving.

After Khrushchev was deposed in October 1964, hisg
successors, urged on by the Soviet military, worked hard to
strength Soviet-Egyptian ties. Economic aid was increased; high-
ranking officials exchangad visits more frequently; and major
arms agreements were concluded in November 1964 and again a year
later. But none of this brousht tangible military benefits or
political influence over Egyptian policy.

In broad strategic terms, however, the Soviet Union’s
support for Nasser had helped to nurture a diplomatic environment
in the Arab world that was conducive t9 development of a
substantial Soviet presenﬁe in this heretefore uncongenial region
and that positioned Moscow in the spring of 1967 to take
advantage of uranticipated events. Relations betweern Moscow and
Cairz were good, but far from intimate. It took a catastrophe to

bring the Soviets the military privileges they coveted.

II
Egypt’s defeat in June 1967 proved a boon for the Soviet
Urnion. It paved the way for a massive infusiom of Soviet
military and ecornomic. aid and, more importantly, of Soviet
advisers and military personnel: some 2,000 advisers, including
about 808 attached to the air force, arrived very quickly to help
in the retraining. Cairo’g dependence was total: the army and

air force had to be re—-equipped and retrairned to handle advanced




-aireoraft and surface-to-air missile systems; Soviet advisers
operated at all levels of the army; the economy required imports
of food, industrial materials, and machinery, much of wéich
Moscow financed on  favorable terms with little prospect of
repayment. Nasser's vulnerability and need for Soviet protection
led him to grant the military privileges that the Soviet military
had sought since 1961 -- naval facilities at Alexandria and Port
Said and airfields for the use of Soviet 2ircraft, which could
engage in ASW operations and reconnoiter the movements of the
U.8. Sixth Fleet. Between 1967 and 1369 alorne, the U.S.S.R.’'s
input into Egypt was in the range of three ¢to four billion
dollars, though rough approximations of the actual cost fail to
convey the central position that Moscow acquired in Egypt.

Soviet leaders handled Nas%er skillfully. They made no
demands, exerted rio pressure, True, there was no need: Nasser
acted admirably from their perspective. He had provided military
facilities; championed an anti-U.S. coalition in the Arab world;
brought the Soviet Union into intimate contact with Arab
nationalist movement s} pruned the military of gsocial
"reactionaries,"” and encouraged an erormously expanded Soviet
role in Egypt's econcmy and armed forces. Yet Moscow was to
discover that while a commanding position could bring many
corncrete advartages, exercising palitical influence and
ingtitutionalizing Egypt's deperndercy were highly improbable
without imposing onercus controls that Jeopardized the very
influence it had seemingly acquired.

Nasser’s strategy after Jure 1267, deliberate or intuitive,

was to ermesh the U.S.S.R.. increasingly in the defense and




promot ion Egyptian interests without surrendering ultimate
authaority or sovereignty. Though heavily dependent on Soviet
aid, Nagser was wot a satrap. Ha neither introduced the

extensive socio-economic changes counselled by Soviet advisers
nor legalized the Communist party. As Egypt recovered, he strove
not only to allay domestic restiveness and restore his prestige
in the Arab world, but also to put the Israelis on the defensive.
Shows of military assertiveness in late Summer 1968, initially
with sniper fire across the Suez Canal and the laying of mines on
the Israeli-held eastern bank of the waterway, and followed by
sporadic artillery and air duels in the canal area during
September and October, intensified, without consulting Moscow,
creating a crisis atmosphere that would force the United Nations
and particularly the great powers to require an Israeli
withdrawal. When months of inconclusive diplomatic meneuvering
passed, he decided to launch, over Soviet opposition, the "war of
attrition” «~= his 1irnterim answer Lo an unacceptable stalemaée.
Moscow was arnxious to prevent the situation from escalating
further. Retweern its pogt—August 1968 military woccupation of
Czechoslavakia and clashes with the Chirnese along the Ussuri
River in March 13969, the Kremlin had its hands full. But Nasser
werit his own way and carried the reluctant Soviets alomg with
hint.

Despite Nasser's total military dependerce on the Soviet
Union, two issues cramped the Soviet-Egyptian relationship in the
summer and fall of 1969: Moscow’s inability to dissuade Nasser

from escalating the fighting and its unwillingress to exert the



kinds of pressure that might have given him pause. For example,
Judging by the lavish expenditure of artillery shells, it did not
regstrict supplies, for fear that such blatant pressure w;uld
undermine its position in Egypt.

Nasser’s war of attrition backfired, however, Far from
forcing Israel to reconsider the price of occupying Egyptian
land, it resulted instead in heavy Egyptian losses along the
canal from the Israeli air force's as well as relentless pounding
in Israeli deep penetration raids, which by mid—-January 1978 had
exterded to the ocutskirts of Cairoc itself. Nasser's plight -—-
indeed, his very political future —-— impelled him to fly secretly
to Moscow on January 22 for four days of talks with Soviet
leaders.

Unwilling to abandon the man who had brought them into the
mainstream of the Arab world and in whom they had already
invested considerable resources and prestige, Soviet leaders
sharply raised their ante to the point of committing 20,000
combat troops to man missile sites and the air defense of Egypt's
heartlanrd. For the first time in its history, the Soviet Union
assumed an aperational résponsibility for the active defense of a
ron=Commurnist cauntry. The decision was leavened by Nasser's
offer of urhindered Scviet military access to Alexandria, Port
Said, arnd Scllum, as well as unrestricted use of six major
airfields, and freedom to deploy Soviet ground air defense
persormel and combat pilots —~ all of this in studied contrast to
June 1967, when Moscow’s request for exclusive control over areas
quartering Soviet advisers had been rejected. Moscow saved

Nasser and further secured its military-strategic foothold. By



the time of the cease~fire of August 7, 197@, and until July
1372, Soviet privileges in Egypt were at a record high; -and
Moscow thought it had a dependent client capable of resisting but
not defeating Israel and therefore sensitive to its wishes and
goodwill.

When Nasser died on September 28, 1378, Moscow expected
continuity in leadership but instead watched a succession
struggle that resulted in the virtual elimination in May 13971 of
Nagser?’s entire entourage, on which it had predicated further
cultivation of the privileged Soviet position in Egypt.
Concerned over the unexpected turn of ‘events and the durability
of its strategic assets in Egypt, Moscow pressed for a
formalization of the Soviet—-Egyptian relationship. An
unprecedented pledée of soviet support for a mnon—Communist Third
World country, the resulting treaty of friendship and
cocperation, sigred on May 27, 1971, explicitly committed the
Saoviet Union to the defense of Egypt suggesting that Moscow
believed it would obtain an important return in influence over
Egyptiann policy. Soviet leaders felt obliged to expand their
commitmerts merely to preserve their existing position. But the
treaty did not improve that position in any sphere of Egyptian

life; on the contrary, the Soviets were constrained to be silent

while GSadat suppressed ’"progressive" elements and took such
"Sourgecis” steps as increasing the permissible size of private
landholdings.

On the eve of Nasser’'s death, the U.S.85.R's military

position in Egypt was at its apogee: the elaborate and thickened



air defense system, which was cocrne of the strongest in the World,
was Saviet-operated; the advanced MiG-21s were Soviet-piloted arnd
only Soviet personnel handled the new MiG-23s and the deplsyed
Su—11 fighter—-bombers; Moscow enjoyed extensive air and naval
privileges; and Soviet advisers functioned from the battalion
level to the highest echelons of the Egyptian High Command. Yat,
despite the impressive Soviet military presence, and Egypt’s
heavy dependence, Moscow's political influence was more apparent
than real. As Nasser had demonstrated when he ignored Soviet
advice arnd launched the war of attrition, Egypt's dependency did
not give the patron—protector autaomatic control over its policy.
The reasons go to the heart of superpower-Third World
relationships, namely, that they are asymmetrical both as to aims
and accomplishments, and involve an active give—and-take. The
doner i3 not a free agent unaffected by the courtship. In 1its
quest for advarntages, the U.S5.85.R. had to accept restraints on
its use of power and assets that are systemically derived. In
sum, it had to taolerate irritating, frustrating local
fractiousress, and unpredictability on the part of the courted
country’s leadership. Thig is the price that a superpower must
pay to stay in the influerce game in the Third World, and Third
Wirld countries have learned %o exploit this phencomenon to their
advant age. They wundoubtedly hoped that the treaty would
frustrate Washington’s attempt to work out an Egyptian—-Israeli
settlement without Soviet participation and weaken the position
of those in Sadat’s circle who favored increased contacts with

the Linited States.
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Despite the treaty, Moscow found Arwar Sadat -— the new
Fharach -- difficult. He wanted more weaponry than it was
willing to supply; the Egyptian mil;tary was restive over :the
brusque and patronizing attitude of Soviet advisers; and the
completion of the Qéwan Dam in January 1971 brought new high-
priced requests for economic assistance. Also, Sadat helped to
suppress a Communist—-inpired coup in the Sudan in July 1371,
cracked down on Egyptian Communists, and flirted with ways of
improving relations with the United States. On July 8, 1972, a
little more than a year after the signiné of a treaty that Moscow
thought a guarantee of its presence in Egypt, Sadat informed the
Soviet ambassador that the services of Soviet military advisers
would no longer be required, part July 17. Frustrated by his
inability to augment the flow of arms and increasingly convinced
that Moscow and Washington, in the interest of promcocting deternte,
had agreed to freeze the condition of "rno war, no peace” in the
Middle East, Sadat decided that an "electric shock" was needed to
straighten osut the Soviet—-Egyptian relationship.

On iuly 14, 1372, Sadat publicly annourced the termination
of the mission of Soviet military personnel (between 15,9200 and
29, 20Q@), including all Soviet pilots. Of the once extensive
Soviet military presence in Egypt, only the naval privileges were
allowed to remain more or less as before. By the summer of 1373,
thre» years after the Soviet Union had shielded the Egyptians
from certain defeat, the Soviet position in Egypt Had slipped
considerably, but still retained. some advantages. In the
economic sphere, BSoviet invalvement in the industrial sector was

important. In the military gsphere, though deprived of the use of




Egyptian airfields, the Saviet Union was permitted the continued
use of ports and anchorages. (By 197€, the once promirent Saviet
military presence was a thing of the past.) This sturming turn
of events demonstrated that reither a major presernce nor heavy
dependency would necessarily assure influence for the patron, and
that a superpower urnable or urwilling to impose its military
power directly on the domestic system of a client state was
vulnerable <to the vagaries of a client’'s change of attitude or
policy.

A 1limited reconciliation preserved the Soviet-Egyptian
relationsiip intact until the Arab-Israeli war of October 1973,
By early 1973y Moscow had resumed arms deliveries to Egypt at
ore-July 1972 levels, mostly thanks to Sadat’s newfound Saudi
Arabian bankroller, ready and willing to provide hard currency
for Soviet arms purchases: what the Soviet Union was reluctant
to supply gratis in large quantities, it happily (and quietly)
sold for much-rneeded hard cash. The flow of weaporry into Egypt
had proceeded apace, notwithstanding Moscow’; ire at Sadat's
abrupt curtailmert of military privileges and its criticisms of

his rebourgecisization of Egypt's escornomy and deviation from

socialism.

The decision to go to war on October 6, 1973, was mgde in
Cairo and Damascus. The conflict was one Moscow did not want but
cgid wothing to prevent. Orce the fighting began, the Soviet
Uriicn showed itself more protective of its Arab clients
(especially Syria) than of detente with the United States.

Within 72 hours it mounted a major effort to resupply them with
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critical items such as surface-to-air missiles and equipment,
antitank ammunition, tanks, and assorted light weapons. Again,
as in 1370, the HKremlin acted very mgcﬁ the genecurs :and
praxtective patron, shielding Egypt and Syria from defeat and
enabling both countries to emerge from the war with significant
political gains. It stymied U.S. attempts to arrange for cease-
fire resolutions at the United Nationg until the tide turned
against the Arabs militarily; used the Soviet navy provocatively
for the first time in a Middle East crisis; and signalled a
readiness, if need be, to risk confrontation with the United
States in order to keep Israeli forces from destroying the
Egyptian Third Army on the eastern side of the canal and moving
on Cairo.

Yet, hardly had the cease-fire taken hold oﬁ Octaber 25 than
Sadat Jolted Moscow by sending his Foreign Minister to Washington
-to regotiate, among other thirngs, a restoratiorn of diplomatic
relations (which was effected o February 28, 1374). After
having forcefully demanstrated its credibility as a patron,
Moscow found itself, paradoxically, odd capital out in Cairo, as
Sadat proceeded to plump all his eggs ostentatiously in
Washington’s lap. The Soviets had provisioned Egypt, saving it
again from certain defeat, and imperiled their detente with the
United States, only to find their relations with Sadat worse than
ever, and the Soviet Uriion relegated to the sidelines in the
negotiations %0 bring an end to the cycle of Arab-~Israeli wars.

Sadat’s mercurial turn to Washington and open alienation of
Moscow was prompted by a combination of persconal, political, and

econcmic . reasons. In July 1372 and again in October 1373, he




took momentous steps in foreign policy without apparent regard
for Soviet interests or preferences and despite Egypt’s complete
dependence on Soviet  arms and its heavy reliance on Soviet

economic aid and foreign trade,

I1I

For the next two-and-a-half years, acrimony and increasing
friction characterized Soviet-Egyptian relations. Sadat's
contemptuous treatment of the Russians was evident even in the
disparaging way in which Cairo dragga& its feet on the routine
matter of gratifying the Soviet desire to participate in the
clearing of the Suez Canal in the spring of 1974, But it was his
decision to go public in eriticizing Moscow that most directly
poisoned the relationship. By impugning Soviet good faith and
support for the Arab cause; he raised a critical finger at its
presernce in the Arab world. Whatever the astute and congent
arguments for his disaffection with Moscow, intense and 1long-
starding animosity underlay his aversion to the Russians.
Sadat's anti—Sovietiém and his conviction that only Washington

coculd deliver a return of Egyptian territory éeshed, so that one

cormsideration was indistirguishable from the other.

Sadat frequently criticized the Soviets for their failure to
provide him with arms, but the nub of the quarrel was his
interest in a rnew superpower patron. Brezhnev, anrncoyed with the
public bickering and irnnuerds about Soviet reliability, saw no
reason to make new deliveries, certainly rnot without payment.

Moscow alsc distrusted his policy of deNassserization, seeing in
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it a design to diminish economic and political +ties to the
U.S.S.R.

On March 14, 1976, Sadat dealt Moscow another blow, caliing
for termination of the 13971 Lreaty. Less than twenty-four hours
later, Egypt'’s People’s Assembly approved his request and Soviet-
Egyptian relations plummeted to a new low. The move caught the
Kremlin by surprise. Only several weeks earlier, at the Twenty-
fifth Congress of the CPSU, Brezhnev had declared that the Soviet
Union regarded the treaty "as a long-term basis of relations
meeting both the interest of ocur countries arnd the entire world."
In July 1972, when Sadat had expelled the Soviet wmilitary, ¢the
Soviet goverrment had been forewarned; but not in March 1976. A
morith later, he announced cancellation of facilities for the
Saviet navy. In less than five years, the formerly impressive
Soviet military position in Egypt had turned to sand.

During the next five years, Moscow’s relatiors with Sadat
further deteriorated. Moscow refused to reschedule Egypt's
debts, prompting Sadat in October 1977 to declare a moratorium on
repayment of.the military debt, while continuing payments on the
commerical debt. Likewise, it balked at supplying more than a
trickle of spare parts for Egypt’s Soviet weapons, stressing that
the Egyptiam leadership itself had spurned the services of the
Soviet military and turned instead to the West. fis things went
from  bad to worse, it increasingly emgaged in bitter exchanges
over foreign policy issues. The Soviet Union called Sadat's
visit to Jerusalem on November 13, 1977 a "betrayal" of the Arab
cause, and roundly dencurnced the subsequent diplomacy ¢that

culminated in the Camp David Accords and the Egyptian—-Israeli




Peace Treaty of March 26, 1373. It upheld the Arab confrontation
states’ position and encouraged the anti-Sadat cocalition in -the
Arab world, Everywhere, from the Maghreb to Afghanistan, froom
Lebancon to the Horn of Africa, Moscow and Cairo found themselves
on opposing sides.

In mid-September 1381, Sadat slashed even the thin
diplomatic, economic, and cultural strands that remained of the
onee extensive and significant relationship: he expelled
Ambassador Vladimir Poliakov and a number of embassy personnel,
allegedly because of their complicity in sectarian unrest, and
reduced the Soviet embassy staff to the size of Egypt’'s mission
in Moscow; closed the U.S.5.R.’s military bureau in Cairoj;
crdered the terminationm of contracts for the more thanm 1,000
Soviet technicians working aon various industrial projects with
which the Soviet Union had long been aésociated, notably the
ARswan Dam ard the Helwan Iron and Steel Works; and dissoved the
Egyptiar—Saviet Frierdship Society, founded in 1368, during the

haleyon period of the relationship.

v
When GSadat was assassinated on October 6, 1981, Soviet-
Egyptian relations were at their lowest sbb since the days of
Stalin and King Farouk. Nothing remained of the once vaunted
Soviet influence in Egypt. Before speculating on the prospects
for Soviet-Egyptian relations and the conditions under which a
major Soviet presence might again be established, an appraisal of

why the U.8.8.R.’s influerce proved sgo short-lived. is
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warranted. There ar; a few policy-relevant gereralizations to be
gleaned from this anlaysis of the Soviet-Egyptian experience
between 19585 and 1981.

First, Soviet inputs in the form of military and economic
assistance, technicians, and diplomatic support, and even the
deployment of combat forces in defense of Egypt, did not
automatically translate into stable and usable influence over
Egyptian policy. They were essential for establishing a presence
and acquiring privileges after 1967, but were not encugh for
institutionalizing influence. Lacking a compliant indigevous
leadership that would willingly subordiante its desires to
Moscow's preferences or a Soviet readiness to compel obedience
through the direct intrusinn of military power, a privileged
position for the U.S.5.R. depended more on Cairo's dire need and
calculated goodwill than on continued genercus Soviet infusions
of aid. Until now, ornly in Afghanistan has Moscow found the mix
of cadres and circumstarces promising enough for it to use force
to retain an entrenched position ivi a Third World country.

Second, the amcocunt and kind of Soviet aid do not appear to
have made much differernce when it came to exercising influence on
Egypt’s internal system. The importance of this observation
carmcot be overemphasized. Donors have a habitual tendency ta
assume a casual cormection bhetween aid and influence, expecting
the flow of aid through the doree’'s institutiorns to leave a heavy
residue of influence. There is no evidence, however, that aid
enabled Moscow to mabilize or strengthen the position of those
Egyptian officials or bureaucratic—-interest groups that were

disposed to accommodate to Soviet desires. The situation of the




Egyptian Communists did not improve much, nor was Moscow disposed
to lobby on their behalf after it had obtained extensive military
privileges. Nor were' Egyptian military or political elites ever
purged out of deferernce to its wishes. (The upheaval in the
Egyptian air force after the June War was dictated strictly by
military, not social or political considerations.) Soviet
propaganda and cultural activities coperated under very close
scrutiny, and from every indication had mo impact on Egyptian
life or the attitude of the elite. Indeed, even in the heyday of

the Soviet presence, anti-Soviet currents prevailed throughout

the leadership. Egypt did rnrot restructure any of its
ingtitutions to Soviet equivalents: the one party system in
Egypt is a very different organization from the CFSU. Despite

much fanfare in the press, neither Nasser rnor Sadat really shaok
up their ministries, practices, or priorities in line with Soviet
suggestions, leading one So;iet Jeurnalist to observe that
"dealihg with Egyptians is like swimming in glue.”

In the military sphere, Cairo accepted Soviet advice on how
best to use the weapornry it received, but it did not 1lock to
Moscow to develop a foreign policy or mount an initiative.

Third, strategic and military considerations, not ideclogy
or ecovomies, guided Scviet diplomacy. Moscow sought to develop
as close a relationship with the Egyptian leaders as they were
prepared %3 accept. It gave extensive aid as long as they
pursued policies uwltimately congenial to the U.S.8.R.'s
interests. Thus, the U.5.5.R. saw bhenefit in encouraging Caira's

opposition to Western—spornscred alliance systems, its efforts to




averthrow Western—-oriented Arab governments, and its willingness
to provide military facilities. Moscow exploited Egypt'’s desire
for arms and the regional conflict in which Caire was imbroiied.
It persiszted in the face of periandic frustrations because its
long-term and overriding purpose was to undermine the U.S.
position in the region.

Fourth, the reltationship revolved around the recognition by
both parties of its asymmetriéﬁl character, both as toc aims and
adventages. What mattered most to Moscow was of little
importance to Cairo, and vice versa. Stripped of illusions and
devoid of trust, ¥he Soviet;Egyptian relationship fed on tactical
necessities. Moscow’s leverage on issuegs of importance to
Egyptian leaders was at best marginal once Cairo resolved upon a
course of action. Gratitude for Soviet support did not carry
with it any willingness to tolerate Soviet interfererce in
Egyptian decisiocn-making on key issues.

Over the years, Cairo sought from Moscow the military,
OONoNLc, ard diplomatic support that would facilitate Egyptian
ambitiens in the Arab warld and provide advantages in the context
of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Moscow, on the other hand, socught
to establish a major presence in Egypt, not principally with the
expectation of turning it onto a "socialist” or incipiently
Communist path, but in order to acquire gtrategic advantages
relative to its perceived geopolitical rivalry with the United
States. Thus, it was willing to accelerate the Middle East arms
race arnd raise the level of tension, albeit within bounds that it

hoped to be able to control.
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Fifth, that the Soviet—-Egyptian relationship deuyererated was
not due to any change in the U.S.5.R.'s commitments | or
credibility; it was a function of Sadat's personality and shift
in policy orientation. Time and again, Moscow proved a reliable
patron—-protector. From the begirmming of its courtship of Egypt
im 1385, and especially from 1967 to 1373, there was not one
instance in which it sought to whittle away or reviege on a basic
commitment. At times, this required that it yield to Egypt’s
preferences, as it did in 1368-1970 during Nasser’s war of
attrition and in October 1373, for reasons that may be applicable
t2 patrons in general in Third World settings: A donor derives
more benefit from the broad consequences of a donee’'s policy that
it favors than from the immediate and tangible advantages of its
inputs. In brief, fthe Soviet Union courted Egypt in order to
improve the soirategic context within which it pursued its
principal ~bjectives in the region, rotably, the erosiconm of the
American position. The rebuff it experierced was unanticipated
awd, viewed in terms of the guantity and signifkcantly of  the

assistance it rendered, deserved.

v
In the years aheaq, Soviet prospects in Egypt look bleak.
Moscow is unlikely to reestablish a major presence or enjoy the
extensive military privileges that it had in the late 13€as-
1370s. This assessmernt rests on the following assumptions: that
Hoswi Mubarak, Sadat's successor, will not succumb to the incubus
of umifyiﬁg the Arab world but will rather corncentrate on  the

consolidation of his power and on Egypt's serious internal




problems; that once having regained all its territory érom
Israel, Egypt will not regort o war to advance Palestinian
claims cor its own ambitions in the Arab world; that the Egyptian—
Israeli peace treaty assures rio war between the two former
regional eremies, as long as the United States is prepared to
shoulder a hefty part of their military and econamic burden; that
the United GStates will accept this role for the foreseeable
futures; that the égyptian military favors closer ties with the
United States; and that as long as U.S.-Egyptian relations remain
good, Soviet—-Egyptian relations will be insigrificant.

At the heart of the above set of assumptiorns is the
hypathesis that any future restoration of Soviet porivileges in
Egypt would be contingent upon a deterioration in U.S.-Egyptian
relations arnd a return by Egypt to confrontation with Israel.
Both of these circumstarices, aggravated by Nasser's hostility rnot
only  toward the West's military presence in the region but  also
toward pro-Westerrn, monarchical Arab regimes,; were preconditions
for Moscow’'s entry into Egypt. In the absernce of this specific
constellation of circumstarnces, the Soviet Union finds an
environment that offers few prospects for acquiring influence.
It was the quest for wrapons that led Egypt to look to the Soviet
Uviion, whase principal attractions were as a supplier of arms a
grotector against defeat. As one looks ahead, rneither seems
likely %o loom large in Egyptian thinking. Unlike Nasser, and
Sadat from 1970 to 1973, Mubarak has no real need for Souviet
military assistarnce and political guarantees. He seeks basically

to preserve not overtyrn the territorial and political status quo




' in the region (excepting, notably, the kriotty, vexing Falastinian

gquestion), and thus views the Soviet Union warily.
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-2 Boviet Urmion has made sigrificant peins in Africa in ke

cast cecade. o African countriesz  -- Prgola, YIzambig

W

zthiconia, and the Mzooles Republic of the Congo are sigfrnatories
to treatiegs of friemdship ari cocperation with the Eoviet Uniom.-
Soviet military advisors and Cuban - ocops are apoarently welli-
entrenched inm Eihiopia, strategicall; located or the Rec S=a
opposite Saudi Arabia and along the approach to Toez. Cuban
troons and Soviet advisors are also in Angola, &g caountry in
mirneral-rich southern Africa and ore which has considerable
ecoriomic potential inm itself. A number of ather courntries have

regimes that follow domestic and foreigrn policies that are

broadly  appraved in Moscow. The dearn of Soviet Africanists,

[~
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Qnafaly Gromy ko, counts  "oaver a dozen" "soclalist-oriernmted”
countries on the continent.

Despite +these gairns in Africa, however, the Soviet Union
contirnued %o suffer —-- as it had in earlier years -—-— gericus
setbacks in its African palicy. It lost its positiorn in Sudan
arnd Samalia, and saw its role in several other countries
significantly reduced. Ferhaps as & result Qf such setbhacks,
Soviet observers of Africa appear to have adopted a cdcecicedly
cuarded view of the prospects for Saviet influernce and Marxist
sscialism o the contirnent. This view is accomzanizsd by a
realistic assessment of Africa’'s prave scoronic, aziitical, ang
sccial probleme.

Scviet policy toward Africa at the present time is heavily
éomc&ntrated = the Horvw of Africa and the southerr part of  the

corntivent. The strategic locaticon of these areas, as well as the

e




mivieral wealth of scuthern Africa, are no doudt magor  factors

bl
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ttracting Soviet interest. Turther SoviEt gains in these arees

ir the short term are conceivable. A government favorable to the

r

Soviet

LY

Unicw could come to power iv Namibla at some point —-
although +*nis is by no rmeans certain, Coups might ooccur in the
Horr, as elsewhere in Africa, that would dSring pro~Soviet regimes
inta office.

Whether such gains would prove to be lasting gains, however,
must be of comcern to Soviet analysts. Scviet experierice in
Africa has demonstrated that friendly regimes can be aoverturnec
i countercoups. They car also undergs changes of heart t-al
sudderly draw them.to the West. Moreover, Soviet analysts, like
thei» Westerr counterparts, must crapple with Africa’s hHighly
urncertain economic prospects in  lacoking  toward the  future.
Serious agricultural problems, burgeoning populations, anc a host
of other problems confront the majority of African countries with
a2 Ffuture ir which political imstability and scoial turmoil loon
as distinct poussibilities.

Perhaps the écviet Uriiern can profit from instability and
turmail irn Africa. But doing so would appear to regquire major
econiomic and possibly military commitments that would cowmpete
with high—-pricority demands orn Soviet resources elsewhere in  the
world., To date, Soviet capabilities for dealing with Africa have
srover: to  be gquite limited, aric¢ vot always implemenies  wiith
srilli. TRus, +the Soviet ability to achieve dominancs iv Africe
or to exclude Westerrn influence, sver in the lonmg tern, ig very

much open to gquestion.

i3




Current Soviet attitudes toward Rfrica

Despite its cainms, *the Sovietr Uniocm tofayr s 3, nr means
Jubilarnt over the situation iv Africa. Sovietr officialz  anc
amalyste are able %o mwmuester only Duarcec oot inlen g
conmtemalating the progpects for Marxist sooclialisas on < e
cont irent. Dregident ERrezshnev, sneaking of the "rewly free”

rations <o the 2Eth Corgress of the Communist Farty of fne Ecoviet

Urnicn (CPSW) in 1281, saic

These countries are very different. After liberation, saone

of +them have beew followinp the revoluticonary-demcoratic

path. . otherg, capitalist relations have taken raoot.

Some of them are following & truly indepencent policy, while

athers are teoday taking their lead from imperialist po
3

Im a nutshell, the picture is a fairly motley one.

Crofessor  Gromyko is corncerned about the fate of ever the
socialist—-oriented states in Africa. Taking rncte of ‘Tecurnomic
digproportions, numerous sacial problems still  urresclvec, and
scientific and techrological backwardress” in Africa, Gromykos has

written recently that "the positionm of the countries that are
4

aiming to improve their people’s.welfare is rnot an easy ore.

Ideclogy no doubt compels the Soviets to continue 1o except
the evertual victory of Marxism in Africa, but they are making no
oredictions about when thig viectory will cccur, Erezrhrney issued
no clarien call t2 revalutiorn at the 2&tH Farty Corgress. Sut he
made it clear that the Soviet Urnion would remain active n the

Third World:

0]




T™e CPEU will consistently cortinue thne policy of sromsting
cooseration Hetweer, the W.S5.8.R. arnd the rnew.y—-fres

countries and consolicdating the alliance of worled socialism

5

avid the matioral liberation movement.

rYodest Soviet expectatiorns for Africa are firmliy raocted  ir
hard experience. while there have bheen, on balarce, a rumzer oFf

cains for scocialist armd Marxist forces on the corntinent irn recent

years, there have alsc beern sericus setbacks. Soviet influernce
in Sudar was virtually eliminated after a leftist coup against
President Numeiry failed in 1971. In November 1377, Somalia,

which had beernn the first African country to sign a treasty of
friendship and cooperation with the Scoviet Urieor, expelled all
Soviet advisors ang broke relatiorns with Cuba. In August 1273,

the regime in Ecuatorial Buinea, which had allowed the Soviet

Uniorm to use facilities orn its territory as a gjumging-off place
Tor operatiorms  in Arngola, was overthrown ivn a coup. The nrnew

goverrment refused to rernew a Soviet lease on a fishing depot
used by Soviet <trawlers apparently ecuipped with advarced
&
electronic gear.
Ever the victory of Robert Mugabe, a self-declared Marxist,
irn the April 1282 electicrise iv Zimbabwe was something of a
setback for the Soviet Urniarn. During the loang guerrilla war in

Zimbabwe, Soviet aid had pore primarily teo Joshua Neomo, Mucsbe's

norn-=Yarxist rival, Soviet tacticians had evicdently sudped Nkono

t

[y

o oe the likely victor in any post-war leacdersghip contest.
hugabe was understandadly disappointed by his treatment at Soviet

hancds, and he waitec € months after taking office before invitirg
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tme Soviets to cpen ar embaszy. .S, aricd Byl
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seen zarmitted from the beginrning.

The history of Soviet setbacks ir Africa exterds back to th
earliest days of Soviet invalvement in irndependernt Africa.
Soviet assistance *to Prime Minister Lumunba in tee Corngo
{(Leopoldville), row Zaire, in 196R0-1361, heloed to precigitate
Lumunba’s cvarthrow by pro-Western forces. Moreover, tne Soviets
were 'sitrompgly criticized by mary Rfrican leaders for wunilateral
interferernce in Africa and for sabotagirng the Urmited Nations
peacekeeping operaticocn in the Congo. Guirea, one of the Firg?t
countries to receive Soviet assistance after irndeperderce, cdariec
larnding rights *o Soviet plarmes during the Cubar missile corisis

e
of 1962, Goverrmerits that had been friendly ¢to Mascaw were
ocverthrowr in Ghana in 1366 armd iv Mali in 1368,

These experiernces, together with octher, lesser getbacks in
bilateral Soviet relatiors with 8frican states, have forced the
Saviets to adyust to certain realities of the Africarn situatizr,
-

Twio adjustments seem coritical.

(1) Coming to a realistic estimate of Africa’s political and

ecorncmic proablems. Seviet writers in the Khrushchev era were

kriciwr fecrr their optimistic assessments, fram the Saviet

nergpnective, of the prospects for ecornomic  and nulitical
3

ceveloament alonmz soecialist lirnes 1n Africa. Txperience

temoered this enthusiasm, Sovigt writings on Africa “Yoday are
more likely $o streze the obstacles to ecornomic growth, politicsl
stability, and ‘sccialist development in Africa. Larded with

condemnaticns of "interrational imperialism,” ‘"rneococlorialism,”
‘ ¥
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arnds "meoviveial cdepencent  capitalizmn” g the oot causses of
19
Africa’'s difficuliies, these writings alse aornowledye Fanger,

diseass, acverdy, and adverse natural concitions s sigrnificant
limiting factors an Africa’'s poterntial. The increase i
petroleunt prices during the 197%s iz also recogrized &s & magor
ecornomic praoblem, although (perhaps for diplaomatic reasons) t5is

ircrease is attributed to "iranmsrational corporations”  rather
14

-

thanm %o Middle Easterr and Africarn 2il producers. Assessing
such factors, ore Soviet aralyst has concluded,
All this, ‘in combinaticon with the unfaveorable forecasts for
the trends in woirld capitalist production in the current
cecade, gives vz grounds to hope for radical positive

iz
changes in the developing world,.

This vision of Africa must restrict Soviet expectaticns of
what can be accomplished on the comtirermt inm the ysars ahead,
Clearly there is a possibility of ecoromic disirntegration and
pxlitical instability inm Africa iwm the future which would mave 1%
cifficult for arny outside power to exercise influence., A courtry

which wishes to retain ever marginal influerce i

1]

poinmg to have
to respond Africa’s economic difficulties with large amourts of
econionic  assistance. But the Soviet Union has rot  beer  a
cererous  aid dorer in the past (see below), and its adility to

Secone more cererous is in guestion,

o

12 Appreciatin e sirength antd agppeal of the Wesitern

in

econcmies Iin Africa. As much as some Africans fhemselves  may
derounce "economic imperialism” arnd "recocolonialism,” the fazt is

that Western caonsumer goods, industrial and agricultural

o”



egulsmant, techrnology, antg sxills are widely recogwize? on the
continernt as superior o the Zoviet sguivalents. westorrn Sarna
Western corporaticorns and busirnessmen, arid  wWesterr Yechricel
sersormil are widely dispersed arcung the continent. Courntries
that Rave undercore a recuction ivn the Westermn areserce, SuU0S as
Guinea and Pnnola, have suffesrecd for it. Typictally, +*ney have
sought at  least a partial returrn  of e Western oresence.
Angola, irdeed, recently walcomed a visit from David Rocxefeller,

retired chairman of Chasze Marhattan Bank, for two days o talks

. D
D
o

o increased U.S. private invesitment ir the courntry.

Saviet observers ackrnowledge the agpeal of the Western
gconeomies inm Africa, arcd indeed accept that ever the soccialist-
ariented cgoverrments must contirue to operate ivn arr ecaonaomic
environment strongly influerced by the West. According to
Graomy ke

Suffice it to say that the socialist orientaticorn in Africa

has come about and ie developirng with these countries still

living within the framework of ¢the world capitalist
14

2oy .

This remark cculd, ivs additiorn, e interpreted to imply that =
Westerrn ecoromic role in the socialist oriented countries s
necessary to the growth and development of those countries.

This is raot %o say that the Soviets are pleased by continued

strangth of the Western economies in Africa, Orie writer nag

ot
oy

conslained that Africa is "encourterinmg fierce resistance on

0

Dart of the reccolonialists and their allies and tHeir local
13 T1&

herchmer:. " But this and other, similar comments orly




urnderline the Soviet acknowledgement of the ecornomic. influence of
the West in Africa.
Behind the vehemarce of Soviet dernunciations o F

"meocolomnialists” in Africa there lies a recogrition of  ih

in

limited ESoviet ability to compete. Faced with seriocus ecorncniz
orabhlems at hone, the Soviet Uniow has been able to contribute Lo
Africa’s sconomic development in only a mocest way. Susgtarntial
efforts have beer macde inm a few countries, Bt from  1254-19793,
the U.5.8.R. has provided only $1.2 billion in aid to sub-Sakharan
17
Africa. The United States, which has historically been
outpaced hy same other Westerry dornors in Africa, gave £3.7
18

Billion over a comparable period, while the Wegsterr nrnations and

Japarn together oprovided the same amount -- $5.7 billiorn -- in

]
1373 al@ne.-g The Soviets gave $1.7 billion iv economic aid in
1373 Qgﬁ;gglgg,ba sz it is clear that they would be hard-pressec
ta compete with the West in aid to Africa. Reliable data on
Soviet trade with Africa are not available,cl but clearly the

4. S.8. R. is in rno position to compete with the tens of Silliore

that flzw betweer the West and the Africarn nations each year.

Soviet Strategy in Africa

Are elemernt of uncertainty must exist ir any analysis of

Soviet strategy. I the abserce of arn opern policy discussion irn

the Soviet Union, or of an investigative press, the oossibility

Ve
in

=f hidder plans and goals can never be dismissed. The aralys?t
left <o exam:ivie official statemernts and authorized crademic
publications, both of which are usually couched in heavily

prapacandistic terms, and o draw inferences from Soviel asctions.




This ind of analysis suggests that orne goal s% the Sovied
Urnicr or the continent is to waaken the West inm a regionm in which
it is acknowledged to be guite strong. Accordin o Brezhnev,
"Ivv a thousand ways, the imperialists are tryimg to bind

themselves to these countries in order to deal more freely wiith

their natural riches anmd to use their territory for strategic

]
[ -4

designs. " From this perceptiorn, it naturally follows Tor +he
Soviets, that stens should he taker to cournter the Westery role
in Africa, evern if the Soaviet Uriorm and itse frienmds on the
continent are rnot yet in a positiownm to terminate that role.
Soviet plarmers evidently hope that with time, a larpge blaogc
of anti-Western, Marxist states with close ties to the U.S5.8.R.

carn be created. Argola, Ethicopia, and Mozambigque —-— states which

are perceived as being on the "left flamk” of sicialist
23
orientaticon in Africa -— are expected to lead in this movement.

Orie Soviet analyst has writter of their role:
Theze states may come close to direct irntegration with  the
world socialist system, which in its ;uwﬂ will be = Ffresh
factor in a further deepering of the crisis of presernt-day

=24
capitalism.

Countering Chinese influerce in Africa may still be a factor

in Moscow’s thinking, although Chivia is only a marginal influencs

on the contiment today. PRArnatoly Gromyks ie still able o blustar
=%

against China’s "aspiration for hegemonism and anti-Scovietism,”
ZE

and for allegedly “aiding the neccoclenialistis” in Africa.

Soviet observers recognize, ncnetheless, that the principal




Chinese threat to their interests today s in Asiz, =ot  is
27
Africa. It may be, however, that onme sart of OFrica - tHe Horwe

1]

- is strategically sigrnificant 2 the Soviet Uricr gsartly becaus
= b4

g.
Vi
]

of the rivalry with China in Asia. PRecording 4o ome aralyss, tHe

&7,
Horvm  has  served &2 & way-statiorn avg strongpoint o & key

shipping-route te southeast Qzia, where that rivalry is
ze
keanest.

-

The  Horn  is probably more sigrificart o the Soviets,
Rowever, because of its sirategic locatiorn om the scuthern flamk

of  the Middie East.  Soviet irnterest ir the Hoorern first  becane
apparent in the miZ-19€Rs; when Somalia was proavicded wiithd  tha
Soviet arms that made it & regicornal wmilitary powar, In tne
1872y the regiow orobasmly became more important to the Soviet

because of their loss of nfluence Middle Zast itself. Thousands

>f  Baoviet advisors arnd military persormel were expelled  from

gyst in 1878, ant by the end of the decace, Eoyat and Israel

wera dmplemertivz & peace settlement arranged entirely urder
qnerican  auslices. Laysses at the cernter of the Middle Zast,

Sowever,  seem Yo have irncreased Scoviet interest inm the flarnks To
the regior. The ZSaviet interventiorn in Afgharistan, Soviet
evtenpte %o gain infuerce in Iranm after the collapse of U.S.
Infloence there, and the Soviet vaole irn Ethicpia may thus form a

pattern reflacting Eoviet strategic concerns over the cil-rich

Lovgeters Zovie: zlars for fhe Moen are not clear, and  may
izt mave Srystallized even In Soviet minds. Soviet plarnners may
émviaag: a lLirwed system of socialist-oriented states in the
e larg perhsps includivg Bomalia after a coup o & second

L2
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T arncirclement by Islamy :1mto

A wationms would be a test  For

Sooizt Ziplomacy and Zressureg Tactics. Eut Zthicpia did ents.-~

caiooa cooperetlion agresnent with Libya and Sowth Yener in Sugust
2

1381z, suggesting thaelt ides may have some motential. A belt of
Friencdly natione extending acvoss the Horn ard into Arabia wouwld,
it rneec hardly beg pointed oud, provide the Scaviet Uriorn  with

sogportunities for extsnding itz influercs deeser into tRe Miccie
i [ad

Zast, Ttocould also ofFer significant military berefiis ir the
zvent o A sugerpowsr confroriation i She Middle East o the
TEraian JulF,

Southern Africa Iz the other region of Africa that is

clearly aof edecial irterest $o the Soviet Urnior. With Portugal’'s
withdrawsal T gt la and MozamSiguaa, and the wvictorise ofF
Marxist, Saviet supporitzd revalutiorary  movements In those

swurntcles, Vosciw  soored twx of  ite signal foreign policy

successes of the 137Qs. The prospect of a S8South African

withdrawal freom MNamibia, a” mineral-rich territory with a

popalation of less tham L millier, holds aut the possibility of
aiasthar galrn in the ragion in the  rnear  future. Informed
Znalystie,  Sowever, #rg not yet ready T predict  the Tature
=aEn T an iadepgv.gent NamiSian ;ovevnmen% hezded oy Zan
&J;cﬁa, the Ilgader of Lhe guerrilla oopositiorn. Nuygoma  has
Enelved  Sovizt  support las well as suapport from AfFrican and




wtoa LT TEE Y, wt rz Lo wldely sger 2d as  esigmatiz zad

crEzlLiotanls, Iooany evert, the Nanmilblarn pmace rocess LE Seling
3L EICeD wy TiLa Wenlterr natiorg led Dy the Urited STtates, =3
thhat o tte Fisgl settlsmernt may cormtalr provisions that will  limit

Toviet zpportunities. At L2 Zresent soment, 1t shouwlid be noted,
S Bttt Rfrican withdranal from NamibSlia 1s far rom ceriairn.

Yzarwhilz, <the-z 1= & palpaszle Soviet Fasciration wint <=e
Fatuwrz 2% South 2% lcs itsel¥, where an alleged Soviet MGE ma;or

~as  wEzzntly oxpElled aféer what was reported o be his  fFoursh
rlzsior. T o the country. Scviet analysts are well aware of f-e
&1 weslth ard strategic location of this couniry. Moreover,

zecalze oF  what they see as "deepening class contradiction,”  a

groowirvg  "African proletariai,” and the inevitabl=z2 failure of
, 23
weforn efforys cirected by the "local big bourgecizie, ™ Soviet

}
cozmervers gvidently Zellieve that the country has revoluticnary

oovential.
Juzt  how stomzg this belief may be is 2ifficult to  assecss.

Sowisl INAaLlYSTs &lsc recognize the strength and effectiveress of

“he Doul- Africarn povermmernt. According to ore Soviet writer,
The Pretoris regime still possesses considerable economic

and military potential and powerful repressive machinery.

It s coing &all L1t can Lo stem the tide of the revolutianary

Zat o=var 17, as seens likely, the U.E,8.R. is naot expectiing early
el Ll at Lonary  obtangs Ln Sousth Africa, it ornow has & Footnmold  in
The occEglion fraom o which 1Y will undoubiedly seex o influence the

sirectiorn of ary such change, wheither in the long or the short

LB Suviet silitary advisore in Sngela and possibly

e
o
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Tlggwhere in Africa, % is €iffigult <o discerrn oclear

taryslstrategic ambSitioneg behind Soviat  conduct.

t 4

LY
£ R Readay

8]

amzltiorz  ars preszert they orobably take the form of a desire
&y azcese for uas2 in the evert of as yet undefinec

covilingErcies. Somg  observers, Fo~ example, believe that the

Sovietr Urion may itself fope to vsg an 1, 800 meter runway it s
33

“elzing to Suild &z an aid progect in Mali. This facility coes

o bie with oary immediate kriown Soviet objectives, out iv woulc

e uceful ir Cisgpatching “rarnsaort plarnes t 1 a varisty of fAf~ican

R S
AT LS.

L
M
in
e
ye

I gEneral, the Zoviets seem corcerrned To maintaivn ties with

) vEYLEYy 27 reglines  -- Ltign which car  have Ziplomatilc,
gonnmiz,  and irvntelligence herefits —-- and tao take acdvantage of

4.

moport anities for increases Influerce as fhey presernt themselves.
ri Ghana, *he Soviets swiftly pefriernded the riew regime of Flipght
Ligstenant Rawlings, which took pdwer im a New VYear's (13982)
Sl o Rawlirigs is popular among ABfrican youth, who see in him &

galous, gure-irv-heart challervnce o corrup®t politicians. Backing

. . : . . , i _ et
fawlimgs iz good subliz w2laticrns fioe the Boviets, WRO pernbanly
“evi  Little expectation of laong-lastling galn ino&a  courdry  as

striziarn with ecornomic difficulties and politic

0
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SEN Ilg, ftnhsz Toviets are carsful to tesp on t-m2 zood zice
ot over, differert povernment in Nizeria. Nigeria's ziviliar
veziva I3 &t Thie agesx of & olstercus political system  inceszc,
wheve charogs of coveaptiorn ofter FIil1 the air, ard it overcess
&r sbtive zapitalist econony. Migeria, wmoshort, is far from a

ialist  aorieriationv. Zut Nigeris 113 also Africa’'s moss

-y - i e " . - — P N . hi - . - CIRP SO . - 4
TNT @t ion, 1Tg€ economy Is the largest on conmtinent, anc its

army ~= &t 132,282 mer. —~ is second In size only to Eihicpia’s on
e African poritinsnt. In ehort, vhis is ruot a country  from

which the Soviet Union carn afford o be exciuded if it is ta play

a masjne ~ole In Africar affairs. Thus, Soviet publicatizsns are

Full =f praiss for Migeria as, ivn She words of  oche writer, a

Sounvry  that  "swrsues both a realistic foreigrm and 2 raticonal

3

Zormestic molicy.” Nigeria is singled out for its efforts o
23

restrict the activitiez of “transnational corporationsy

3E

academnic exchangzes are carried org and substantial ecocvomic

assiztance is sant in Nigeria's direction (see belaw).

Savigl ITaciice in Afriga. Ambiticns alorne carmcot assure a

successful foreigrn policy. The fact that the Soviet Unior  %as

5 &

ambitions ir the Horn, ir southern RAfrica; and elsewhere by rno

neans guarantees that it will realize these ambitions.
Estimating the oprospects for Soviet success  requires anr

gesesenent ¥ Soviet Union's ftactics on the African conmtinent ang

itiez For succesefully implemernting those tactics

Wit tactice as wiih siratiez an elemernt of wrcertainty
=g P,

muugt harng ocver the discussior. To some cegree, Soviet tactics In




SFelne rzuiln Siloden, e outsice chserver na

-2 32ic L ELvals =2t ings whan the lsaders  of M"cocialicst
e - gtatEs vizlit Yicoaw. Sre strongzarn Techrizues
=azloyz’? Stz Ytareats made? Ao often? Wort o ig 1t ®Baszy tao

Zizzoves how Soviet acvisors ir Afrina carry out their activities

ns linger over the possidility of Soviet invalvemnernt

iy 2 rmuamber 2fF gpecific events in Africa. Were the Saoviets,

|4
[ I
fen

gl theis Cuban

o
fii
1]

ES, invalved in the 13878 wuwarising iw

airz*sz  Shada provinece, or did the Carter Adminisiratiorn bacly

nisread This orisis in implicetimp Cuba in this ircident? D:ic
the EBoviet Urnion have foreknowlecdge of the 1277 RAngclan cous

zitempt  laarzhad by a Factiow thought by some to be more  pro-
Eowiet then Zresidert Net? Was any encouracement orovided So
-

Rawllings, who visited Libya prior to his secornd  takeaver  iw

1

Sera? These are fascinatinmg gquestions, bSul the answers may rnever

7 Liberia, there has beern some recent suspicion of $ne
Soviet Uridon.,  The new goverrnment inm Liberia, which seized power

i April 1328Q, flirted & bSriefly with the Libya and the Sovies

Ui, 5Lt irn May 138%, for unexplained reasons, it ordered a

reduction irn the size of the Eoviet embassy. In Jure, Liberian

author-itlies sgizec & cargo of electronic eculpment Seing

sFfloaday  frazm oa Soviel ship divectly intc & Saviet embassy
-~

:er.- Eat the detalls of Soviet covertd activity, if arny,

renslr swyoodecd.




Ecoriomic Assistance

Zovlen gcoxnonic  asgistance to STrican cxuniri2s 1: an
Inpertant  iwmstrumert  of  axlicy, ever: 1f 1t 1=z & limiters
lretruanent. WAnile only a Tew zountries are linely o rmecelve
Szviegt Al inmooa giver yeawr, more than 25 couriries  have
sereflitited from J.5.8.R. assistance since their incederndence.

= impact of Soviet assistance may be magnified Sy The way

[
(34
.
i
@
3
3
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m
o

irt>z large-scale infrastructure progects. et

.8, azsiztance program is focused on directly alding the poorecst

zF the grow In Aferica, and it goes grimarily towarc the  rural
SrEas. e future may Judges that this approach has made the
creater contributicr to African cevelopment, Sut  the Saovied
=¥ b bl E-Tmiu sSame argue, evhances the usefulrness of &ic For

i
X

=alitical arnc ﬁﬁnpu;awdm ourposes.  Much Saviet aid is devoted tao

indugtrial progechs, guch &as & magor pipelirne project in
Migeriz and  the Poacskuta steel progect i that same  courntny,
-
z9
Scrz £,8297 Boviet cersormel are expected o come T Ajackuta ——

czated in a couniry *hat does rot receive UGS econcmic
assistance bacause of its oIil1 wealth. In Mozambique, Soviet

cerzormrel  are rezorted to be engaged in the develogment of  coal
42

rrining and in oil exploration, and the Soviets have suppoirted
41

rallwa) erd  voad constructicrn in Angola. In sz far as

asriculrturz  ig sugported, the Soviets corncentrate onm assisting

Lerze—scaie Faraming and om providing farm machinery.

: Teomomic assistarnce as an instrument of Soviet policy is

rargely constralived by the limits —— roted above —— or %he Soviet
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SnzthEy Ziffizulty For thiz U.S.6. 1. In thne Field of ecornomi
¢ Iz That the Coviedt ecornomic sxgerience may hBe oFf ornly limisec
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relavance 10 ATriza. Food angd agriculiure are coritical proolens
v & comiinEnt whers per cepits: ‘oo procuction is Fallivrz ot &
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~ate of 1.4 Dor cent armuslly But the SBoviet Uriorm, Facing &
Foazxd ovigis ofF its own, can hardly Zecome a major sugsiier of
£ . :

wod aid in Africa. Ite bacuxground in collective acriculture arnc

state “arms resiricts ite ability to corntribute to  increaz. "7
agrigulsural cutzput in Africa, wherz rapid procuction ivicreasses

. the gpart of incdividual small farmers are widely seen as the
crly road to early food sufficiency.

when Soviet aicd for infrastructure projects brinzs iv  large
numbars of  Zoviet techniciang, the coportunities for friction
wits Africans increase. Reports supgest that Soviet oersornel

zhow & hendesly Soward clanrishrness irvn RAfrica, Forming Sightly~

<k

mmranities that disdalr sacial interactiorn with Africans.

i
=
-
i
i}

0
X
<
+
m
(14
ui
m
0
o

lao r2puted to be condescending arnd  impatient in
d2allng with their FEfricaw cournterparts. Iv ARugust 1972, Nigeria

grpalled a nunser. o Haviet air—-Fforece instructors, antd offersive
43

Cetavior might  have cortributed to the decigiorn to co  so.
certainly the exzulsion raises guestions adout the possiblility of

wliflioant frioiicoms when L miuamoers of Soviet arrive at
So@miiut A,

..

Bovielt Urniarn, e Tver, has acguired & rnang Tor sharp-
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Security Assistarce

Tz Qoviset Unlom Foos noteteize Yeme Unitez States az o4y arns
FugoIlliss it tee QAFeloar ot eend, and ite role  maz ozern
IrpewZing 1n recant  yaesrs (Table L), Boviet security aic,
L E v g, naB zecgraphically corncentrated, In terms o7
dollar wvealag Tor Yhe period (975-1972 (the most recent zericd for
w= i inclaxselified data ave avallable), 44 percent oFf Saovies

45
seowrity azsistarnce went to Ethicopia. Arigola, at 1T  gercent

ahizg L) for  the same perisd, Has hbeern tThe seconmc-rarneEing
religpient, and lzsser amounts of military aid have beern soresad to

countries.

1
(1.4
(%)
1]
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Soviet militar-y advisors have assumed increasing importarnce
ir Africa in recent y2ars. They are thought %o have direcited the
coian offerncive agairnst the Somali ivnvas.on of 1277-1278 ard

ars  grosably playing & role im the currernt Ethicopianm offersive

against Zritrean gusrvillas. A few have beeri killad or caztured
im southern Angola. I+ i3 estimated {rHat there are 4,032 Soviet

military acdvisors on the Africarn contirent at  present, heavily
47
concentrated im these twi countries and in Mezambique.

+

Groroximata2ly 11,020 military persormel fraom these courntries arnd
48

From several others have receivac training in the Soviet Union.

Cruibnan troaps v Africa also serve as an instrument of Savies

ST LiTy. Cuza no doubt has its own leadership ambitlions anong
The Tolre Vorld natione. I opurswing these amIitiors, 1t Ls omIve
thar & "zurrogatse" for fhe Soviet Unlor., Sut  withoot Sovien
}'ran-z antd logistical support, the presence of these froope in

e
tQ




Table 1 1/

Weapons Delivered by Major Suppliers to Africa (Sub-Saharanm) 2/

Weapons Category

1973~-1976

Tanks and Self-Propelled Guns
Artillery

APCs and Armored Cars

Major Surface Combatants
Minor Surface Combatants
Submarines

Supersonic Combat Aircraft
Subsonic Combat Aircraft
Other Aircraft

Helicopters

Guided Missile Boats
Surface=To~Air Missiles (SAMS)

1977-1980

Tanks and Self-Propelled Guns
Artillery

APCs and Armored Cars

Major Surface Combatants
Minor Surface Combatants
Submarines

Supersonic Combat Aircraft
Subsonic Combat Aircraft
Other Aircrafr

Helicopters

Guided Missile Boats
Surface~To=~Air Missiles (SAMS)

1/ Reprinted in part from U.S. Congress.

United States U.S.S5.R.
10 460
20 940
30 850

0 1
0 16
0 0
0 120
0 50
10 10
10 30
0 2
0 600
20 1 060
200 2 150
10 1520
0 4
0 44
0 0
20 210
0 90
10 60
0 100
0 2
0 1 360

House.

Major Western
European 3/

60
230
240

37

50
10
200
80

190

20
170
520

30
20
10
80
110

10

Committee on Foreign

Afairs. Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs.
Changing Perspectives on U.S. Arms Transfer Policy.

the Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress.
U.S. Government Printing Office (September 25, 1981), p. 2l.

Report prepared by
Washington,

2/ U.S. data are for fiscal years (and cover the period from July 1, 1972

through September 30, 1980).

Foreign data are for calendar years given.

:3/ Major Western European includes France, United Ringdom, West Germany,
and Italy totals as an aggregate figure.




SToioe v lZ Ls laromsinle. “lle piraviling £.40% zuzzort, Lhe
Toeclets gz odzing The TlZow tweoops T o fthelr owe nuracsEs,

The Zuban Torops: aere partiodlarly aseful to tne Sovies
Uelon L 127 Yheczuge 1TT78, wher they playsd & crucial rols iv
Tavaslidatliog the power of fthe Marxist FMELA gparty iv Angola and
10 oZsatiyy Sawx tte Sonalls ir tte Ooacden. Their attracticn “ar
The Dovier  Usilr Zrolably lies Im their zbility *o ergaze  in
comzat v Africa without sowing the sort of alarm  that  Sovied
Furzesn thewselves would orszate.  The Cubans, in African eyes, car
snpear T oresresent a minor power, Far away, that is litsle
hrgat Yo Afrizan inceperdzncoe. Moreover, the CTubarn ftrocps --
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tvheir dncursions into Amgola.

as

vez culturally influernced hy ties DHetweern their

Y -
- 2g

wnd the African cortineat —-- are more accesting of Africa

"

Yroops oculs ever be.  Racial

frictiorns are evicdertly

=00l en.,

Zay there remain an 2stimated 1Z,220 to 19,200 Cuban
i Angeola, 8,222 to 17,802 ir Etkicpia, and small
gntes Irn a Tew other sourniriss. For thas present, they are

They have avoicded engaging Sout+w Africarn  forces

Cuban troops in Ethicpia as

is Hrown, are rot taking part in the currert fighting in

’ but are pusiticoned to resist a riew Someli attack (which

-

regarded as lively). The reasoms for this gquiescerce are

Wi 1% omay Se that the Cuban goverrmant has grown wary of

ceaths In Toreigr wars can  "ave;  thath,

T la, Zaban troopE ave reluctant Yo go ws Soutn African
and that in Ethicpia, CTuba is reluctant to fight Marxist

fQ
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Soviet—-su

Zurmtinams
-3 ot Tore
- L. -

1 icar

Cuinezs's

LroanI It onmTE IuZporiac. Some combinatiorn of Sthese arcg

B T P
CTELONRY 48 70 W

SRre SOCASIons, te Eaviets have urdertasern overt raval
v oordee %o Soleter thelr African allies anc intimicate
47
. Suviet vaval vessels appeared off Argola in 1276, arg

FTeliza chargad that a BSoviat naval tasy foroce wEs moving

Toast Following the South African ivncursion intc Argola
znd Septemaar 1381. In Fedruary 1381, EZoviet s-ions
T %o poets iv Mozambtigue Follawing & Souith Africarn raid
sosasition movenents Sased v that couniry. The Soviet

etz Mazamzicuwe sald skhat the vessals had oome uncer the

riendship anc Cocoperation, andc
¥ arnyown ttacks us o our friends, we will give =
resoonse.

ity assistance can be a powerful instrumert of forel

n o2 contivent where so many regimes are  Sthreaten

0
D
n
U
<

anz external esremies. THe Saviets made their greatest

Nizeria wher *hey provicded weapons during the 12967-137¢
s attack on Ethiopia, itself carried ocut wiith
saliec arms, iritiated Ethiopia's depercence on the
Bz aid, however, 18 alsoc & limited instrument,

mromivent a role &% a supplier of weaporns o the Rfrican

=an  be damaging to a superpower’s reputatior. The
zle  az arn arms-gprovider Yo Ici Amin's  Uganda,  whio™

gver as zvicerze 7 STmin'z sizarve benavior iy domestic
igrn  polizy accunulates, damaged *he ESoviet Unmion in
srimior. The samne 1is trug of Soviet aid 4o Eguatorial

W

resvessive Yeoias Nguema, overthrowr in 137

n
| K
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SLEY i TI VI mET T g rEnars PECLESY g T oeEe
gz aln Tor ssiztanoz From o oolgics poners &5 & 0 lErLTLuSTE
~zizz ¥ ogoversiivity and <o ornot cpenly odoest when eves larzes-
Iz oaruy shipnants or Clubar frodps arrive Sy reguecv. Bt all

=1y =ongitive ov the  ilgsue  of maintalining 8Friceats
InELEY o8, ave  mary &are worriec that the Toviet  role v
Alying acwz Zwuld one day toreatern (hat incdepemcence., Sengral
zegur. Thasar;:s, thern the Nigerian Head of 3tate, warrned e

iets  in 1278 that trey should rot "overstay thaeir welcoonme,

N I N .. - - - - L S . Ry
acced, "Afriza iz rnot about to Phrow off orne oolonial  yoke
= a
g:

oo mary reactions of this sort coulo lesc To o2

H - - - - Lo RPN - ¢ ye Jdm? o - - . b
st ize of Sovietr InTluence o bme comtivent.

2Frizans &re ot always pleased with the Zoviet arms  t-at

cellvered, and  this can lead tao  Frictions, Nigeria was

srtedly dissatiefied with both the guality and the rate of
Tz

ivery of Bovied weaponms during the civil war. Yoraover, in

HoiE Field, 2%z in €coromic aid, the Soviets are kRrnows For
i parsimcny. Zamsia, with a cdeeply troublec e=scoveany  Sut

inz ressated raids Ffrom R[Rhvadesian armed forces, signec arn arms
=3 3 =

o2
o ot

2l witw the Scoviete in 1272 that cost it 210 milliav.

zpia’s coff2e orop apoears o

be heavily mortgeagad to pay For

el owmilitary aid,
Propaganda
Tz Sosiet Urior zarries out o a magor propagenca campsaizn in
ica. fadis Miscow  zeawns  E72 howrs of broadoasting in I

guages  Loward Africe each week, oComparec with 2139 hours  For

T
[




el OTT ans (TT Roace Tor dte Voize of fmeica. v accition,
L e rum2roas oress renorts aloec at the
ot et e gponsce the publicatiorn of Jourralistic &
[ g
-t
smaleEnlo artioles with the G%ricer aucierce In mind.
Toviegt  orapagancda Zirected toward Africa ofter. siresses
ieslopical  thenes wiinh have & sympatnetic auclente  there. =
Favorita claim iz tHat "tramsaaiicoral corporationsg’ Criven oy TTE

cuest For scarcs raw materials armd "superprofiis" are ruthlessly
Se

grxoioiting ffrica and its peozle. Mearwhile, it ie arguec, *the

United Etates, in the search for strategic facilities, i

scoslerating Yol arms  race inm Africs and sowing the zeecs T

imternational discord. Such ideas, which attribute ATrica’s

aroolems o nev-RFfricar forces, irevitahly have & certal” azgpeal.

izinfarmz+ion is freguertly provided in Soviet propaganda.

Ir recsnt months, foo example, Soviel sources have allegesc that
the Urited ZStates is cocoerating with South Africa ir  order to
orofuce  chericsl  and bislogical weapons Foy use  ageinst Scouth
[~ nd
-
Africa’s Slacwk  populatian. They have alsc chargec  thoar e
. 2. “as conspired with Britairn to overthraw the new Ghana
=7 o8
governnert ; slotted “o overtbrow Presicent Kaunda of Zambis;
=g
Pt Ry

ard attempted the custer of Zimbabwe's Frime Minmister Mugabe.

The Initec Ztate

m

ig repeatedly portrayed as engaged in Intensive

tary ecoogeraticen wits  Bouth Africa and  as  aiding Jaorias

2F e impoverioshed Somalis ig  anather Fracuent
The affext  of fthis prozaganda in Africa s difficwlt to
ass@se 9ut appearz limited., The few listenar surveys that exist,
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srTipazaasda in the arint media seen
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made azainct t-e United Siates in Soviet

recur when the United States s criticizec

media or on African camnpuses. This caouic b2

£
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But t may alsc he that he Saoviet

mave some influerce.

Africa have their murdare side

visitors cetween Africa and the Saviet UricsH

tz cemernt relaticrishins. "Uzbe

-
52

.

_ithuanian officials, ang a ~ost

rave wace the Journey So Bfrica,

~

tabor unions, oolitical pariies,

=
-t

in the opposite directiorn., Medical care s

EN
v

Soviet Urnion for he leacders of fFriendly

thirgs are a&lsc Cone by the Westerrn rations,

as mecical care is corncerned 1t seenc

versicr 1s bebtier agpreciated in Africa.

The Future

Lre Futare of the Soviet Uniorwm  in Africa

Wi issues -— whether *=e Soviete will be

fir




~etaln Yo zalnan Thay have alrzaly mades anc anetner  they oan
- - W - - - -~ e - = < - bl e - - o ~ o= o R N s p~
sToleva &l Tlonmzl o gaine. t@zorts L the orest sugpest Trom Sine

too tinz that tae Boavizis are  losing ivfluence v Angola,
VoZaenoigoue, ane EtRicplia -— the countries whers their effort Ras
Tene zonceniratsd  in recent yegarg —— o are on ths verge o
Sziry eqzellec. A Hreal or & major recuctior L Soviet relations

.t amy oF these countries wWwould inceed be a major satbazk  for
Ire wmore of these courntries has Soviet involvement Leen an
Briecuivaoral suooess. To Angolan, Sthiazian, anc Mozambicawn
chzervers  the contribution of  the Zoviert Uniocrnm fto solv
maticomal problems must still be open to questions. The military
coniribution i zertainly of value but clearly =as  1ts  limits,
Sou4ts Rfvican Toreces are able to nove into southerrs Angola al
ill, meeiting v counterattacks From Cuban troops. “erhaps these
teoopns wonld Jaoin Sattle 1ifF Socuth Africa peretrated into central
Anzala  or threatened magor towns, but South Africa ercounters
caly izcal resistarnce as it ranges  over  southern Argola.
Mearwhile, UNITA gusrrillas can alsc mount attacks over a wide

mart of Arngols, They have apparerntly kept the Bernguela railway,

ormce anm  imgortant link to the PAitlantic for Zaire, virtually

ct

closss. Mozambigue waz unable, ce

]

site the Sovied sS@ourit
ar

asziglarnce 1%t has ~eceived, to grevent the Jarwary (98:  Souih

R - - - - =~ - b . - N h - o -
LF~lmar raid anz it faces & small bt aoseibl Crowing
3 H - =
-y S ha et g e . - - ;4 - - S es - - - . ~ : -
= wosEnEns, woics it allegces 1s bHac-es Sy South Africs,

N, Cezzite arn offensive irn the first marths of 1282, has

Ttriogia bHeer adble to defeat the Zritrean guerrilla movemenrnt.

]
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211 bRz ocodrntrizs face seviols BCoTORNiS Diohions, Thzee
Zroilemne ztE by ro onmesrs entivsly e fault of fne Soviat Lriov,
wish zmannLt For Crought in Zthicpia o For cecliving
Il comogity  orices. But the Soviet mion's  inability to
cpzzon€ Fally Yo %hsz eccnomic needs oF Prpola, Sthiszia, and
Mozamnlizue means  that all threes remalin interested In increased
sEstasn Ll Arigola’s avid interes: in atkracting  private

zspital is  particularly evigent. The West remaing
swlturally attractive in Angola, Zthiopia, and Mozambicue. 8]
raevival of & bSourgecis lifestyle has beerm reporied in the
EZ
Etkionian ceapital, where Westerrn shoriwave newscaste anc
nEWSWALAZinee are popular.

Nz Sowviet Urion itself szems to be war of & zozEsioly
: pd
Sraauway, perticularly on the part of Angola and Tihicpia,

SHoals the Westerr gpeace initiative in Namibia succeec anc the

LNITS redellion somEhiow enc, Arngolals rneed Tor Cuban troons would
orzaatly be &t an end. A withdrawal of these troops, in turn,

weeild  cpen the way for oa dramatic improvement ir relations  wiith

washington and & possible influx of U.8. investment. This
aroszact probably explains Soviet Mrime Minister Nikolai

ihcrnov?s  warning that the Namibia initiative is a "broad pliot

=F irternaticnael imperialism” irnterded to "intinidate” Angola anc
&3
rEturT 1% S0 Ythe Western "sphere of influerce.” Tikhorov mace

thig warning to an Sngolan delegation visiting Moscow in Jaruary

Lthicplia, meEarwhile, fhe Scoviet Uniorn combtinmues T4

.
Y]
]
I3
.

LR
19

oregs Zoloeel  Mergigtuy  fFor the estabdlishment of  a oivilian
Marxist  @arty. Suxt & party would become the base for &




Yarxlgv-gioiallicet governmart, remnawving affalve of =fate

Tz 2 mands of 2 sinmgle, rether unzsrecizatadble ncivicual.
Will exy oFf the YThree o3t closely allies statee Zreal  away
fron  fhe Soviet Undion? Much counterevicdev conld be oited Lo
s.uzgest  that thay are scolidifying, rather thaw reducing, theLr
=2latliong with LThe J.EL8.R. The Angolan cdelecatiorn fnat visited
Yosoda v Jarnsavry pledged o zirerngthern relations wittw Moscow and
zrhEres Into a rew lB-yesr cooperation  agreement. Mozamdigue's
Maroh L2EL prulsion of U5, Embassy persornel as alleged "splies”

amruatly ended progress that had beer made irn improving relaticong
wWitn the Unitsd States. WMergistu's Pugust 1581 decisior o enter

o & trasaty linking his country's foreign and deferse oolicies

w13 those o Libyas and the Reople’s Demucratic Renubliec of
Vamen cut off speculation at the fime o arn ZtSignian turn o e
weEST, I any eBvent, as long as the frgolan, Mozambicarn, &nd
Tindiopiarn regimes  are threatened by internal  and exterral
soRLL B, they  are liuely Lo remain cepencent on Soviet securiity
zsolztanca.

would the Soviets lLesve these countries if  asked? They

have, im the past, pnacked up and ceparted from Egypt, Sucar,
Somalia, and other countries.

Zut IF  the Boviet intervention in Afgharnistan marks a new

erzs =f internsified Boviet sirategic corcern over the Middle Zact,
the UV.5.5.0. wigtt well be highly reluctarnt to Ileave Etsicsia. A
v lEly of Zovert and avert techwvicues mizht be used o assure
thet ar ZHRioplan rezime favorable Yo Mosoow's remalining ooz
int e office. Rrgola and Mazambigue are farther from the MizZle
Zaet and peErhaps lecs inzortant to the realization of 4-z Boviet




Snirts &,z immeciate Fforelos golicy Zoalc “ertapse the=zs
Sdartiss waeeld D& saslize te leava., But zouthern Africa  :1x
stwatagioally ane aoonomically  imporrant to the  Weet and
trerefo-e, inevitably, of keer [~tesrest to the Sovier Urnizn,

Thag, S2re too the Soviets couwld well resist a forced Zesarture.

g sirategic sigrifizovece of the Soviet presence iv Argala,
Sthiogzia, and Mozambig.2 for neighboring states is irevitazsly a
soures of oconcer-., The Sﬁviet—advised offensive irvrn Efthicpia's
Ciaden halted =+ Ythe Swmali border in 1978, But Somalia is

Lrgerstarlably concerned that a Soviet-armed E4nicpia will laoobk

ive way ° Lthe rebellion in Eritrea is brought to an end. Henya
e Budern maintain corcial relations with Ethicpia at  present,
=g Colonzl Merngistu himself appears convinced *hat peace  with
these so-destern asighbors 1s an essential condition  for

Zefzatirng the Tritrean insurzents and fFor deterring Somalia fraom
- -

ary nEw attacks. Buy: Sudarese and Yernyarn leaders, ong suslects,
must mave cceaziznal pangs of doubt about the prossects for long-
tern frierndship with & Marxist Ethiopia.

Bouth Africa, of course, is highly sensitive or the issue oF
Saviet irvolvement in southern Africa. Clearly, Saviet-supplied

copositiorn, forcee basef in Angola and Mozambigue are in no
zoslitioars to ewngage in regular war with South African forces and
cowld wot do oso for many  y2ars  to conme. But guerrillas
InFiltrating from Shose countries car cause camaze that woulc

EX olack opzasitizn within Soutn Rfricza, —ead

b

b

&

dissension among  white palitical foreces om the best means of

Zountering the threat, arnd perhaps precigitate white emigratior.




sreoictsd taoday.
Whather  sueh  develonments  ooour, however, is a highly
covl Lmzent msatier, They would deaenc, amonmg other factors, on

whet=er a0litical reform in Sauth South Africa moves Forward or
stacmates; or whebther there is a Cuban withcdrawal fronm Angola,
eacing %o a U.E./8ngola rapprochement; o whether there is  a

settlement iwm Namibiaj anc on the nature of any rew Namibian

resine. These interacting contirgerncies could work themselves
ot v ways that would reduace Soviet influerce in £he region.

Certainly ar expansion of Soviet imfluerce is by no means &
Fforegone  CImolusion. Similarly, v the Horr, arn exnansiaorn of
Boviet influence $o other courntries will be affected by tae
eblility of YThose courntries to resolve their economic problems, 4o
cops with religicus and ethnic conflicts, and on a host of other

factors, Dermanent Soviet zains in other courntries in the Horn

Elsewher in Africa, the Saviets can reascornably expect
secasiconal  coups that will bring friendly goverrnments to  power.
ism i3 & political philosophy that engoys wide adzeal  in

Rfrica arnd new (afien aourng) militar leaders cuite ofien
’ Y b4

arocliaim thelir allegiarnce to socialist development. This gives
the SBoviet Urnion, which proclaime itself as the chamnion of

gocialism irv the world, a ready entres. Zlectec goverrments 4o
msy at Yimes warm to the Soviet Uwniorn, carticularly as & way of
irereasing the military and ecornomic assistance they receive.

Foer the Saoviet Uricn tn conmsolidate geinms such  as these,

10
(]




. Tiowaver, Wil recuire rnagoe commitmernts of rescurces. Ever

thern, ag Lhe Soviets haove learrned, recipient coverrmenss may o&
ovesthrowr, o1 grow cdissatisfied with Soviet assistance and looe
to ths Yest for aild.

Corsolidating zains, to summarize, recquires the use of
tactics which are flawed and, at least ac applied by the Soviets
to date, of limited effect. Improvements irn these tactic are
tikely teo regquire substantial charnges inm Soviet attitudes, anc

serhaps sven  in the Soviet systen. If the Saoviet Uniorn is  to

give greater ecormomic aic im Africa, it will have to become more

gernsrous  and possibly wealthier. If its way of life is +tc¢ Dbe
macds more appeasaling to Africans, it will! have to become & ora

zpen ard more folerant society. Soviet broadcasts to Africa will
. Rave f2 made more ab

auvdierncs. The long-term expansion of Soviet influerce to

ective if they are to attact & wicder

encompass & large part of the Africam cortinent, i, short, would
recuire changes in Soviet society and politics that are difficult

Lo imagine.
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SOVIET ARMS TRANSFERS

By Roger F. Fajak

GENESIS OF THE SOVIET ARMS TRANSFER PROGRAMS

The pecples of the develapirnpg "Third Werld” courtries have
tragiticonally beern regarcded by Soviet thecreticians as poterntial
allies of the Communist world. Iri the immediate post-lborld War
Il peried, the Soviet leadership, largely precccupied wWith
problems of  interrnal reconstruction and with developments in
Eurocpe, devoted only superficial atterntion to the goverrments of
rnewly emerging states, the Scviets cid little beyond formally
expressing oppositicon to Westerrnn influernce i1 these areas.

Fallawing the death of Stalin in 1953, Soviet policy taowarc
the developing countries underwernt a dramatic change. The rew
Saviet leadership, ackrnowledging the lack of success of tSe
former tactics, became ivicreasingly cogrizant of the potertial of
nonm-Cannmunist rnationalist movemernts iv the emergirng countries.
irstead of the hitherto traditiornal Scoviet policy of fostering
militarnt local Communist agitation and subversion, Moescow bepan
to emphasize support of raticrnalist movements and to develoep a
variety of state-to-state contacts through a three-pronped
strategy comprising: (1) the pravision of arms aid to sever the
riewly~develaping state’'s deperderce orn the West; ) the
establishment of a bilateral politico—economic relationship with

such countrieg, crounded in the self-interest of each side; and

(&

) a modicum of ideclopical sclidarity rooted in anti-

colonialism arti~Ziorism revolutionar chawvige ard
4 3 b}
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"socialism. This tactical shift apparently reflectec Moscow's

assessmernt that the most effective strategy for establishing its
influerce lay in asscociating itself with the strong natioralist
arg anti-Westerrn sentiment irv many Third World states.

Ore of the meost conseguerntial instrumernts in the trarngformed

Soviet approach was & newly-conceived program of foreign
assistarce, patterned somewhat after that of the West. The
Saviet decision i 1955 te offer military assistance, in

particular, was probably stimulated by at least three factors:
{1 the gereral success of the Soviet postwar recovery effort,
(&) the availability of surplus stocks of military equipment as a
consequernce of military manpower reducticns and changes in
military doctrine, and (2) the conspicucus lack of success of
indigercus Communist elements ivn the developing countries,

The USSR’s respect and authority as & superpower emarnatec
disproportionately from its military strength. Soviet ecornomic
achievemente and standard of living were not valued very highly
ir marny guarters of the plobe. The Soviets had relatively little
te offer irn trade and techriclagy transfer. Soviet scciety was
not admired and was viewed as intalerant of religiorn and race.
But the military prowess of the USSR was rearly universally
regardecd as the prime achievemernt of the moderrn Scoviet state.

Military assistarnce consequently became arn important policy
tozl  in Third World areas. Tranasfers of weapons were readily
acceptable to many fledgling regimes because of their immediately
asable wutility. Ari erntire matrix of material arc technrical

deperderice usually followed. The U.S.8.R.'s multi~faceted arms
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transfer prozram  cornsecuerntl erabled Moscow to  dramatically

ascist 1its clierts and thus establish itself paolitically, much

(O

more facilely than it otherwise could.

The Program in Microcosm
I+ is difficult to ascertain the magritude of the Scviet
arms transfer proagram with precision, since many facets of the
progrem are shrouded irn secrecy. Westerr reports vary widely as
to the value and types of equipwent provided, s¢ that available
cata must be scrutinized carefully in terms of reliability of

4
scurces, consistency with cother reporting, arnd reascriableress.

Fram 1954 through 1973 (the latest vyear for which
comprehencsive unclassified data are available), the Soaviet Uniaon
extended about $18.2 billion worth of ecorcomic assistarmce to

cdevelaping, ricnaligried countries. Of this amount, approximately

$£.2 bHilliori has beern drawn (or utilized) by these courtries, for

S

an implementation rate of 45 percent. In contrast, the Scaviets
in the same pericd contracted with developing countries for an
estimated $47.3 billiorn has been delivered, for a substantially
higher implementation rate of 75 percent.e

Because the Scviet program has beer: partly a resporse to
available opportunities and becausg it has beenr influerced by the
absorptive capacity of recipiénts, the armual magnitude of sales
commitments has beer highly variable, as shown in Table 1.

Beginnirng in 1355-56, Czechoslavakia, serving as an intermediary

for the U.S.5.R., exterded ar estimated $202 million worth of




TABLE 1

Value of Soviet Arms Transfers to

Non~Communist Developing Countries

(Million US §)

Agreements Deliveries

Cumulative
1955-69 5,875 5,060
1970 1,150 995
1971 1,590 865
1972 1,690 1,215
1973 2,890 3,135
1974 5,735 2,225
1975 3,325 2,040
1976 5,550 3,085
1977 8,715 4,705
1978 2,465 : 5,400
1979 8,335 6,615
TOTAL 47,310 ‘ 35,340

Source: CIA, Communist Aid Activities in Non-Communist Less
Developed Countries, 1979 (Washington, D.C., October
1980), p. 13.




military assistarce to Afghanistar, Egypt, Syria, and Yemer.
The Soviet military aid program began in its owrn right irn 1956,

wher, Moscow cooncluded  arms deale directly with Afghanistar,
8
Syrig, and subsequently, with Egypt. By the end of 1957, about

$422 million worth of Soviet arms aid was established tc have
beer exterced to Middle Eastern Cﬂuntries.e A subseguent dearth
of  reports  for the rext few years probably indicates that rew
extensions of Soviet military aid temporarily fell off, perhaps
to allow time for assimilation of previous arms deliveries.

Rs the trade and aid offensive matured and the Soviets
became embroiled irn the complexities and slow fruitiom of
economic deQélopment, the military aid program undoubtedly
appeared evers more attractive to supplier and recipients alike.
With the cpern eruption of the Siro-Scoviet confliet in 196a, the
Soviet Union embarked orn a vastly expanded wave of military aid
activity, apparently desigried to demcnstrate militant Scviet
support for the "national liberatiom movement” in the noraligrned
countries.lm The momentum of the arms program carried over intco
13€1, as Moscow sigrned additional large agreements, ‘highlighted
by one with Indonesia, as the latter’s dispute with the
Netherlanrds intensified.ll The inciderce of new arms aid
commitments decreased aver the riext several years, perhaps to
allow time for assimilation of equipment previcusly ordered.la

Ther,, due to heavey demards for equipmernt resupply resulting

from the Indo-Fakistani War af 19€% and the Arab-Israeli war of

1367, Scoviet arms exporte ircreased dramatically in the late
13

1960s. Arms transfer activity during the early 197@'s was

highlighted by the continuing military buildup in India after its




December 1971 conflict with Fakistan and irn the Arab courntries
following the QOctober 13732 war.

From 1374-79, Scviet weapons sales to the Arab ccuntries, as
well as to Ethiopia, Iran, and India, surged to unprecedented
highs. The irncreasing prices of moadern keaponry, combied with
Arab =il wealth, resulted in total Soviet military equipment
trarsfers estimateg at €34 billiocn during that six-year periocd
with the Soviet Uniorn accocunting for about a qguarter of the world
arms market, ranking second to the U.S. as a weapons supplier.14

Moscow's policy of regquiring hard currency paymernts for arms from

rearly all customers in recert years evidertly applied even to

15
palitically--prized custaomers, such as Ethicopia. Four major
Arab clients —- Iragqg, Syria, and Libya--—accourited for scome 7@
percent of total estimated Soviet sales in 1374-79, with

transfers to India and Ethicpia topether accocunting for arncther
16
15 percent of the total.

Table & indicates a regicnal distributicorn of Saviet arms

tranefers cver the course of the progran.




TABLE 2

Regional Distribution of Soviet Arms Transfer to

Non-Communist Developing Countries,
Cumulative 1955-79
(Million Us §)

Agreements Deliveries

North Africa 10,960 7,165
Sub-Saharan Africa 4,635 3,530
East Asia 890 885
Latin America 970 675
Middle East 24,465 18,675
South Asia 5,410 ' 4,410

TOTAL 47,310 35,340

Source: CIA, Communist Aid Activities in Non-Communiét Less

Developed Countries, 1979 (Washington, D.C., October
1980), p. 14.




Prices and Terms

Much of the attractiveress of Soviet aid to Third Worilc
countries has been due to the comparatively 1low prices and
favorable terms offered by Moscow. The prices charged to
developing countries have varied with the type arnd conditiornn of
the equipment, but on the whaole Soviet prices have been
substantially below Westerrn prices for comparable equipmernt. For
example, the price of the rew U.S. F-15 fighter charged Israel
averaged abcout $12 million per aircraft, while the price of a
Boviet MIB~2Z fiphter approximately $£.7 million, The price for
a U.8. F-4 fighter was $5.7 million, while a Scviet MIG-Z21
fighter reportedly listed at sz milliOn.17 While the types of
aircraft cited are rnot fully comparable in terms of performarnce
capabilities, the wide variatiorn iv reported prices serves =to
illustrate the point.

Besides low prices, the Soviets have offered attracti;e
finarncial terms to recipients. Credits pererally have been made
available at two percent interest, with repayment pericds
averaginng ten years, following a grace period of cre toa three
years. ‘ Morecver, to clients hard-pressed for foreign exchange,
Moscow frequently has permitted repayment in laccal currency or
comicodities. In additior, Moscow oftern has postponed paymernt
wher recipients have been unablé to meet their scheduled

18
ebligations.

Discounts from list prices alsc have‘ beerr an intrinsic
feature of Saviet military assistarnce, particularly in the early

years of the program. Such discounts reportedly have averaged

abeorrt 4@ percent of the value of Soviet contracts. Discournting




probably was partly premised on Moscow's assessment of &

19
recipiernt's ability to pay, as well as on political faveritism.

Organization

Dvetall responsibility for implementing the arms trarsfer
program is assigﬁed to the Chief Ergirneering Directorate (GIUW), a
compoviernt of the Soviet State Committee for Foreign Eccornomic
Relatiors. The GIU, which acts as the "supplier" ir military
sales contracts, harndles the riegcoctiations with recipient goverrn-—
ments. In additien, the BIU cocordiviates with the Mirnistry of
Deferse ot the types and quarntities of equipment ard with the
Exterrnal Relations Directorate of the Gereral Staff on training
and technical assistarce to be provided. Subsequert requests for
modification of an arms agreemernt must be approved by the GIU.
If any charges requested by a client exceed the value specifigd
in an agreement or if they entail advariced weaporn systems, the
GIU apparently forwards the request to the Minister of Defense or
te the Folitburc. Finally, the GIU arranges for shipment of
military equigmeﬂt with the Ministry of Foreign Trade and the

z@
Ministry of Maritime Fleet.

Assessing Soviet Arms Transfer Policy
Of the various foreigr policy instrumerts empleyed by the
Soviets, the arms trarnsfer program has proven to be the most
dramatic and consequential. Besides directly contributing to the
emergency and survival of ronaligned regimes, arms transfers have

served as the primary Soviet vehicle for establishing a presence




irn regions important to Westerwn interests, ofter providing the
Soviets with political entree into countries where their role had
hitherts teen limited or rcriexistent. Furthermore, arms
transfers often provided the openipg wedpe for a variety of
diplaomatic, trade, and other contacts which would have beern
difficult to achieve otherwise, such as in the Rrab ccurtries in
the 19S@°'s, India and Irdomesia iv the 19€Q's ard Ethicpia more
recently._

In any analysis of Soviet arms transfer peolicy, as for
Scaviet foreign policy ir gereral, the criteria for evaluation of
success rcan vary widely. Some observers view the growth or
expansicn of Soviet preserce as a basic critericor of Moscow's
successy; while others maintain that presence in itself does rnot
equate with influerce and that ary effort to assess Soviet gains
or setbacks should focus on influence.il

In any case, in approaching an assessment of Mascow's
foreign policy achievements and shaortcomings, it is ecrucial ¢to
recogrnize that the key to the Soviet leadership's criteria for
policy success or failure centers aorn the degree to which Moscow
has achieved its abjectives. Sirce the Scviets seldom, if ever,
delineate their specific objectives openly, their purposes in
pereral must be inferred from their actions.ec

Arms transfers have provern to be Moscow's most effective,
flexible, a&and durable instrumert for establishing a preserce in
nonaligned countries, By furnishirig such assistarce, Moscow
became arn advocate of a recipient?s national aspirationg and was

able to adroitly exploit this position to the detriment of

Westerrn irterests. Arab-Israeli tensions, the Yemer—UK conflict




over Ader, the Inco—~Fakistami dispute, and - Indoresia’s
territorial conflicts were ready—-made opportunities to be
exoloited by Moscow.

Irn additicn to the broader cbjective of undermining Westerrn
influgnce in recipient ccuntries, Soviet policy makers have used
arms Itrancsfers to elimirnate Westerrn military facilities and
alliarces adjacent ¢to Soviet borders. Moscow sought to
reutralize the Baghdad Pact (which subsequertly evolved into
CENTD) and EEATO so as to disrupt the West's "northern tier”
deferises apainst the Soviet Union. Moscow early on provided
military equipment to Afgharnistan to ernsure that Kabul remained
reutral and well-disposed toward its Scviet rneighbor. Soviet aid
to Irndia was internded to dimirnish India's reliarnce or the West
and to exterd the Soviet preserce into the subcontinent. Soviet
arms aid to Socutheast Asia and African countries was desigred to
strengthen Soviet influerice at the experse of Westerr, as well as
Chirese, interests.

While ¢the West has viewed its own military assistarnce to
developing countries as an influernce for regional stabiiity,
Moscow has reparded arms aid, iviter alia, as an irnstrument for
creating interrnatiornal instability and frequertly has charreled
arms to areas where the West has scught to limit military build-
ups. Arms shipments to rival Arab countries, for example, have
beern partially internded to keep the area divided—-—and in ferment.
Scoviet sernsitivity toward inter—nrab rivalries has beer:
demonsirated by the care with which advarced weapons have been

introcduced to differernt recipiernts at about the same time.
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. A Soviet Balance Sheet

Re Soviet policy makers assess the retwns from a gQuarter-
certury of arme transfers, they must. conclude that, an balarce,
the program has served Soaviet interests reascormably well. In
comparisorn with the state of intermational political aligrments
that existed in the 196€Q's, and increased again in the 197&'s,

R useful set of ecriteria for assessing Soviet policy
effectiveness could include the following factors:

b the impact onn repional aligrments caused by Soviet
behavicr;
a) the degree to which U.8. and Western interests have

beer undermivned; and

n

J

-t
. 3) gaing irn Soviet influerce in specific countries.

RAlthough Moscow has acquired wie ideclopical converts as &
direct result of its arms tfansfer pragram, it has acquired -a
widely accepted presence and a substantial, though
unquartifiable, degree of influence in the Third World, An arms
agreement with a developing country has been the point of
departure for nrnearly every major Scoviet advance ire the Third
World, begirming with the first Egyptiarn accord in 1935. Soviet
support far rnaticnalistic goverrmmerts has contributed
substarntially te the weakening or elinmination of . Western
influerice im many countries and has facilitated establishment of
a Soviet presence irn a riumber of stratepgic areas. Marecover,

.ﬂrough the acquisiticn of Soviet arms, a riumber of developinrg

countries——nrotably Afghanistar, Alperia, 'Ethiopia, Iraqs Libya,

and Syria--now are largely equipped with Soviet military
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equipmerit and are heavily deperndernt or Moscow for 1§g15tical arc
techrniical support.

Through its military training and techrical assistarce
progran, the Soviet Urnion has exposea maryy Third Werld naticonals
to & Commurnist orientation. Morecover, the Scoviets have
established important relationships with military leaders, as
well as with Jurnior officers whao may everntually held key
positions in their courtries' armed forces.

Or the cther harnd, the Soviets have discovered, after scome
particularly bitter experierces with certain cliert states, that
the doror state in providing arms and material assistarce is far
from  Dbeing & free agent urnaffected by the relaticonship. In the
present internaticral system, evern the U.S.5.R. as a superpower
has had to accept ivrritating and scmetimes insulting behavior,
local fractiousrness, and urpredictability on the part of courted
client states. Moscow has had little choice but to pay such a
price to remain iv the superpower game iwn developiné areas, and
Third World regimes have learned tc expleit this factor to their

{3
advantage.

Mosoow, fer a variety of military, political, and
psycholoagical reasans, has beernn urwilling to attempt to compel a
client state to act in accordarnce with Scoviet designs if the
latter chooses wnat  to. This is due partly to superpower
considerations and paftly to a concern of jecpardizing Moscow's

a7
coverall pasitiom an the Third World.




A sampling of policy results in varicus of Moscow's Thire
World cliernt states may usefully illustrate the erfectiveress arnd

shortcomings of arms tranmsfers as a policy instrumernt.

Angola

With the advent of rnationhood for many sub-Saharan African
states ir the 19S@'es Maoscow had precicus few ties to the
contirent to show for its ideclogical efforts. Corisequerntly, the
U.s8.8.R. in the middle of ¢the decade begarn a program of
assistance ta the continent, corcentrating or econcmic
assistarce, with military aid playing a relatively miror role.

While the Scoviets initially registered some successess in
Gharna, Buirnea, Mali, and Nigeria by the nid-136@'s, local
conservative trerds, rnaticnalism, and Soviet diplomatic
boorishrness negated more widespread gains. The lacklustre Soviet
eccncomy also failed to provide an alluring ecorcomic developme@t
model for the African states; The Scoviet leadership thereupon
came to place increasing reliance on arms tranmsfers to advarnce
their erds, particularly in view of the heighterning levels «of
conflict and the search for military support in many quarters of
the continent.eg Although the Saviets stressed arms transfers
rather tharn direct military irnvolvement, they were not averse to
the latter means, ac witrniessed in the Angolan civil war.

ARe hMoscow witressed the possibilities for a pro-Communist
MPRLA political victory in Arngola dissipate in 1375, the Soviels
shifted their emphasis ta supparting the MPLA on the battlefield.
They expedited large-scale military assistance and advisers and

arranged for the introductiorn of Cubar trocps, keeping the Soviet




profile low erncugh to avoid trigpering a U.S. militéry respomse.
This stratepgy proved successful for Moscow. By 1376, Soviet arms
support and the use of Cubarv army troops were irnstrumertal in

3@ :
ensuring the victory of the MPLA.

BRasic Soviet foreign policy objectives in Arigola~~to
reinforce ties to African liberatiaor movements, tec establish a
lcopistics base irn Anpgola to support future coperaticns in  the
region, arnd to acquire access to military facilities in the
country -- were served to scome extert by Scoviet military support
to the regime. By these tokens, Scoviet policy irn Angola can be
viewed on balance as successful. The Scoviets have gairned a
pxlitical ally, and Soviet contacts with scutherr Africar states,
while rnever irntimate, have beer strerngthered. At the same time,
Angala has not chosen to move ton closely to the U.S.S.R.
ecoromically. Neither has Moscow evinced a strong interest in

Arngolan rescources since the civil war or exhibited a sericus

obgjection te the UWestern ecornomic presence in the former
Fortuguese colony. The Soviets may simply wish to avoid
31

subsidizing the Angolan ecoriomy as the country rebuilds.

The Arnigolarn experierice, at the same time, likely emboldened
Moscow in its Third World military policy, as witrnessed in its
subseguent irnvolvement with Ethiopia. While by no mearns
focreshadowing a patterr of similar operations because, inter
alia, of the possibility of active Western copposition, the
effectiveriess of Saviet arms supply operations in Arigola,
combired with the successful collaboration with Cuban military

forces, wmay have irduced Moscow to place more stock in activist




military operations in future carefully selected areas of Soviet

AR}
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choosing.

Egypt

Moscow has experienced its most‘salient slLUCcCesses ancng the
Middle East countries. For over a quarter of a century, the
Sowviet Unior has taken ;dvantage of the Arab-Israeli conflict to
the point of largely displaciﬂg Westerr political influence a
momg its majeoer Arab clients. In this respect, Soviet involvenent
owes much to the desperate need of the Arab states for military
suppart against Israel, as well as Moscow's desire tc acquire a
forward deferse against Westerrn military power the area. In
na other Third World region has this situation beern duplicated.

The former Soviet—Egyptian relationship demonstrates how
Soviet arms transfers, accomparnied by powerful commors interests,
could develop irnto a significant Soviet military presence for a
t ime, and thern be quickly dissipated in the vagaries of
irterratioral politics. The Soviet military presencé in Egypt -~
the leading recipient of Soviet arms aid for nearly two
decades -- was, until 1972, the largest such preserce cutside the
Warsaw Pact. At the zenith of their influerce, roughly from
1969-72, the Soviets, with some 20,000 military personnel ir the
courntry, had access to half a dozen airbases, several ports and
archorages, and excellent maintenance and support facilities in
Alexarndria and RPort Said. These facilities, some of which also
ware used as bases for Saviet recormaissance aircraft operating
din the Mediterrarnean, erharced thé Saviets' cverall strategic

position in the area. The Soviet positiorn in Egypt, the most
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populous and influertial Arab state, accordingly served as the
.chpin of Soviet policy in the Arab world.éé
It is rnow known that the relationship betweer the U.S.S.K.
and Epypt was saturated with strains arnd vituperatiorn. At the
core of Soviet-Egyptiarn disagreements was Cairc's dissatisfaction
witk the Soviet arms transfer program, with the Egypiarns
complaining contirnually over the slowress of deliveries, the lack
of spares, the quality of training, and the contirued Soviet
denial of offersive weapons demarded by Egypt. The widespread
Soviet presernce in the couritry, which led to Soviet attempts to
perietrate Egyptiar political, security, and militaryt
organizations was ancther major irritant for Cairo, as were the
heavyhanded and arrcogant attitudes displayed by Soviet advisors.
‘n such irritants and tensions reached the breaking point,
Presiderit Sadat irvi 1976& abrogated the 1971 friendship treaty with
the U.S8.S8.R. and denied Soviet access to Egyptian raval
facilities, &pgain catching Moscow by surprise. Inn view of the
tremendaous ecoromic cost to the Soviet Uniorm of its investment in
Egypt and the accompanying commitment of Soviet ﬁrestige, the
influerce and g;ins realized by Moscow turred out to be
35
ephemeral.
Ethiopia—-Somalia
Following the overthrow of Haile Selassie in Ethicpia in
1974, the Soviets were provided with a challenge and an
opportunity. The efforts of the rew Ethicpian military
.verr.ment, the Derg, to eradicate the cld order had created a

backlash of resistarice, and the Arab-supported Eritrean rebels
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were sericusly sapping the strenpth of the Ethicpiarn army, the
bulwark of the regime. Most importantly, by late 1387&, wnen
Moscow 'was establishing ar arms supply relaticrship with the
Derg, tersicns were increasing orn the Somali-Ethicpiarn border,
arid Somali support for guerrillas in the Ogder regiorn of Ethicpia

36
was well advariced. Although the Soviet presence at the time in

Somalia and to a lesser degree in Southerr Yemern was still
formidable, Moscow apparently was concerrned that its regioral
positiorn would be sericusly affected by the collapse of Ethicpia.

Irn addition to these riegative corsequerces of inactiorn,
Moscow had positive inducements to support Ethicopia. Soviet
suppoert for the Marxist regime in Addis Ababa could provide a
timely demovistration of Soviet defernse of the world revolutiornary
movement. Moreover, Ethicpia, with the second largest population
irn Black Africa and as headquarters of the 0ORU, was a key nation
in the Horn of Africa, and thus offered Moscow a promisi%g
copparturiity to expand its presernce and influence on the African
cantinent.;7

As a result of these calculations, Moscow in early 1977
decided to commerce a military equipment ard techviical advisory
buildup and to replace the U.S5. as Ethicopia's principal arms
supplier. Furthermore, whernn Somalia employed Soviet-supplied
weapone to  invade the Ogaderi in July 1377, Moscow decided to
responic by expediting arms deliveries and expanding training
activities for the Ethicpiarn armed forces.ua

While aware of the Somalis'® proclivities ¢to support the

Ogadert rebels, Moscow probably overestimated its irifluerce over

the Siad Barre regime in Somalia and miscalculated the latter's




vehement naticnalistic repsonse to Soviet suppeort fér Ethicpia.
The Scoviets, at the same time, may have riphtly calculated that
s Western state would suppart Somalia’'s efforts to  achieve
territorial ambitions by force of arms. Consequertly, Moscow may
have Feit that Somalia, with na place else to turrn for material
support, would have nrno choice but to acquiesce in the Soviet
decisiar to support Ethiopia.

As weeks of Soviet diplomatic efforts to amelicrate the
conflict slipped by and as their dilemma deeperded, the Soviets
in October 1977 arrcurnced the suspersicon of all arms deliveries
to Bomalia. Mogadishu retocrted shortly thereafter by abrogating
the Soviet friendship treaty arnd by evicting the Soviets from all
Somali military facilities, including the important riaval base at
Berbera. Moscow, in turn intensified its massive military
airlift of equipment tco Ethiocpia, arnd as in its experierce irn
Arnigola, arrarnged focr the significant irnvolvemert of Cuban armed
forces in the fighting which définitively t urried in faver of

23
Ethiopia.

Some interesting factors seem to emerge from a post-mortem
aralysis of Scoviet experierce irn the Horn of Africa. Irasmuch as
the Westerrn powers were cpposed to providing material support to
Scmalia, the Scoviets cculd quite confidently assume-—as they did
in Angeola -—-- that there was practically no possibility of a
military confrontation with the West, as long as nco Soviet combat
forces were directly involved. The preserce of 15,000 Cuban
troaops in the QOgadern orn the other bhand guararnteed Moscow

cornsiderable future leverapge ir dealings in the region. The
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timing of the Saoviet involvement —- shortly after Sadat's visit
te Jerusalem in November 1377 which osternsibly removed the
U.S.5.R. Fram & direct role in the Middle East peace proccess -—-
furthermnore prominently underscored Soaviet capabilities for
Cistanmi power projection and Moscow’s determination not  to be
ignored in a peace settlement.4®

While Saviet successes irn Ethicpia may rnot appear grandiose,
rieither may their setbacks in Somalia be utterly irretrievable.
Re far as bases are concerned, for example, the U.S5.S5.R. seems to
have acquired at least limited access to riaval base facilities in
Ethicpia and Scuth Yemer that partially make up for the loss of
Berbera. Moreover, arn eventual accommodation with Mogadishu
carmiot be ruled out.

The gquesticr whether Moscow would have acted differently had
it foreseern the ocutcome of the situatiorn in the Horn remains
maot, but at the cutset the U.85.S5.R. may have thought it cou;d
have it both ways. The policy poals at stake in Ethicopia
evidently were sufficientl& important for Mascow to risk
alienating Socmalia, everr with its desirable base facilities. The
Soviets may have recogrized that giving in to¢ Somali demands at
the time would have established arn undesirable precedent,
involving more significant dilemmas in the leng term for Soviet

41
interests than losing access to facilities in Somalia.

Libya
Gererally speaking, arms transfers to Libya have been as
useful for Soviet purposes as elsewhere in the Third World. An

additicral important ecoromic bernefit is the fact of repayment in
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hard currency for equipmernt supplies, The staggering amounts of

modern Soviet weapons and cother equipment delivered to Libya have
resulted in that country’s S5, Q@@-mar armed forces having the
highest equipmenrit to mavipower ratio Ef aryy develaping nation.4d
In fact, Libya’s equipment invertories riow vastly exceed the
armed forcee' capabilities to absorb and mairntairn them. While
the provision of this equipment has resulted irn a substantial
Soviet military preserce irn the country, the Egyptiarn experierce
is clear testimony tc the fact that preserice does rict recessarily
equate to influernce or control. Corcomitantly, the Soviets may
have some limited access tf ports in Libya, but they have not
acquired base rights there.aé

While the Soviet arms transfer program has burgeorned in
Libya, other aspects of the Soviet-Libyar relaticonship have
lagged. With its ©il revenues, Libya has not beer ivri rieed of
ecorncmic assistarce, ard with the exception of the ruclear
program, Moascow has not beer able to interest the Libyans in any
techrimlogy of use to their development program. The lack of any
ideclogical affinity betweers the twcoc countries also has retarded
the developmert of a political relationship. While the Soviet
pesition con the PLD remains in congruence with that of Libya,
important policy differerces persist over a number of issues,
including the Scoviet invasion of Afgharistarn and ann appropriate
level of Soviet support for the radical RArab "Steadfastness
Frant. " While scme elemerts of Libyar policy coincide with Soviet
interests, there is no evidence to suggest that Libyan policies

44
are influericed by Moscow.
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South Yemen

After taking power irn the former British Crown Coleny cof
Adery in 1978, the Marxist-oriented N;tional Liberatiorn Front in
the renamed Feople’'s Democratic Republiec of Yemer (FDRY)
proclaimed a revolutiomary poliey in the Arabian Ferniinsula and
accordingly attracted substartial GSoviet military support.
Indeed, Moscow' s policy irn PDRY, with which a friendship treaty
was sigred in 13979, has beer highly cost-effective with small
cutlays ard low risk, but with potertially rewarding returns in
upsetting the regicrnal status quo iv the Arabian Peninsula and
southerrn Red Sea areas.

Moreover, Moscow has already accrued dividends from its
material investment in FDRY: linited access to Qqen, the best
raval arnchorage ir the area, and basing privilepes for lang-range
recormaissance aircraft in the country. R Soviet preserce in
PDRY alsc cffers opportunities for Moscow to increaée palitical
pressure inter alia or Saudi Arabias to make it more tractable to
Soviet "good offices” and to possible normalized relations with
the U.S.S8.R. =-— ancother key policy objective geared toward
undermining the U.S. position in the area.45

Syria

Moscow, relations with Syria have had a checkered history.
Serving as Syria’s rearly exclusive source of arms since the late
}stfs; the U.S.8.R. after the 1967 and 1973 conflicts strived to
;ement its ties with the Baathist regime ivn Damascus by providing

expanding quantities of increasingly scphisticated arms,
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ircluding MIG-2Z ard MIG-25 fipghters, sSCuUp bellistic missiles,
anc T-72 tanks. By the erd of 1374, the supply of Soviet
equipment delivered had reached staggering proportions.

The reasconing behind the high ievel of arms deliveries to
Syria was comnplex. A prime Soviet corsideration was twe the arms
supply relaticrship could be utilized to coptimally serve Soviet
political o military objectives, without allowirng Syria to
become sufficiently powerful to be tempted to initiate
hostilities with Israel, at least in the hope of inducing a chain
effect of Arab and possibly Soviet involvemernt. Qther Scoviet
interests included some cash returns for weapons sales ard
limited access to port Facilities.4e

Syrian Fresident Assad visited Moscow in October 1978,
reportedly to discuss the Middle East military balarnce which
Syria felt was further shifting in Israel's favor. The Soviets,
however, because of what Syria regarded were Moscow's concerns
cover its superpower interests, were reluctant to meet Syrian
requests for the types of weaponry ther requested, probably
including longrange missiles. Scaviet~-Syrian relations then
plurged to¢ a new low when Assad recalled his ambassador from
Moscow and carncelled a newly—-scheduled trip to the U.S.S.R.47

Moscow's reluctarnce to satisfy Syria's rew tranche of arms
aid requests in late 13978 evidently reflected a shift in Soviet
strategy. Deternte was thern at a crossrcad, and Moscow chose to

48

move carefully in the Migddle East. Agairy, Moscow was in a

dilemma because it regarded Syria as an important client state
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anc irv a position to exercise a crucial role i any peolitical
settlemernt in Lebanon.49

Before providing additional sophisticated equipment, the
Soviets reportedly argued for the establishmert of arn alliarce
amaong Syria, Iraq, and Jordarn. Soviet strategists feared that

the intrcducticon of late model weaponry into Syria could provoke

an lsraeli preemptive strike and a possible military disaster for

. Syria, as well as the possibility of a Soviet confrontaticon with

the U.S.

.

The dilemma for Moscow arice again, as so often with the Arab
states, was the fact that Syria was not dependent cor the U.S5.S.R.
for anything except military equipment. Firally, after Iragi
President Saddam Husseir's reported perscnal interventionm on
Syria’s behalf (which Saddam no doubt profoundly regrets in
retrospect), Syria in January 1973 received a Soviet pledge of

Sa
rew weaponry.

Relations betweeri Syria and the U.S.S.R. thus have at times
beeri anything but smooth. Not only has Rssad beer displeased or
worse at Moscow's attempts to stall at providing equipment
requested by Damascus, but he has rejected repeated requests by
Moscow for exparnded rnaval base rights. On the other hand, Soviet
restraint irn providing arms to Syria indicates Moscow's
determinaticon to closely calculate the costs arnd berefits of its
trarsfers. Nevertheless, that the U.S.S.R.'s influence has rot
been as effective as it would have liked is reflected in the
reported lament of the Saviet ambassador to Syria that the

. s1
Syrians take everything from the U.S$.8.R. eXcept its advice,.




Despite the sporadic rnature of Moscow'’s ties to Damascus,
the Soviets still saw fit to  conclude, after their repeated
requests, a frierdship treaty with Syria in October 1980. Even
more extracrdinary, while similar éoviet pacts refer only in
peneral terms tc mutual consultatiorns ivn situations which
"threaten peace,"” article six of the Syrian treaty calls on  both
parties to "enter into contact with each cther with a view...to
cooperating in order to remove the threat which has arisen and to
restore peace.” Although extremely unlikely that Moscow would
commit itself militarily in ary such treaty with a Third wbrld
state, the lariguage ﬁf the BSyrian pact does leave that
possibility somewhat more coper—~ended tharn hithertc has beern the
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case.

Irag

While the history of the Soviet arms trarnafer relatiomship

with Iraq has beer: practically as unever  as with Syria, it may be
useful to briefly examire the course of' Soviet-Iraqi relations
over the‘past several years. The Iraqi regime, especially for a
variety of reasons since 1978, has been perturbed at the
Soviet slowness in supplying riewer types of military equipnent
already in other Arab countries’ inverntories, e.g. MIG-25
infareept s, MI-C4 helicopter gunships, and SA-2 surface-teo-air
missiles. The editor of the ERaath Farty riewspaper in Baghdad
wrote in January 198Q2 that "the Soviet Unicorn is neither capable
nor ready to respornd to the Arabs’® rneeds, not even to those
. =
Eountries capable of paying in cash and hard currency."da

Firally, confirming publicly what had been Iraqgi policy for scome




time, Baghdad arrmcurnced irn June 1380@ that it would seewx arms from
ather countries. As a result, Iragq in the past few years has
reportedly received at least corne-third of its military equipmernt
from France in corntrast to its virtually exclusive arms reliarce
ce

o Moscow For the previcus two decades.ud

The irvrcreasingly cool state of relations with Irag sivice
1378 certainly affécted Soviet policy wheri the Gulf war between
Irarn—Iraq begar ir September 1384Q. Althouph Moscow declared its
rieutrality at the ocutbreak of the conflict, the Soviets had
appeared to be tiltirng toward Iran in the months immediately

=

pricor to the Iraqi invasian.de

" When the war begar, the Scoviets were not long in realizing
that in almost any scenarioc they postulated, Mascow had little to
gain and much of its remaining influerce to lose. Consequently,
Moscow from the cutset of the conflict has called for arn end to
the hostilities, with EBErezhrev stating that "reither Irag nror
Irarn will gain anything from matual destruction, blocdshed, and

=

the undermirning of each cther’'s economy."d7

The Soviet~Iraqi frierdship treaty of 1972 rictwithstarding,
the Soviets embargoed the shipment of major new military
equipment ¢to¢ Eaghdad wher hostilities erupted. Such deliveries
of equipment that were reportedly being shipped through the
Jordarnian port of Rgaba irn the early weeks of the war were
apparently mwmerely a trickle of items already in the pipeline.
Successive visits to Moscow by ranking Iragi officials failed to

=8

urblock the Soviet arms chanrel.
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In the meantime, Western press reports indicated that the
Soviets were selling at least limited amcunts of military
equipment to Irari. Such a develapmernt wcould have beern consistent
with rewly revised So;iet ideclagical doctrine, in light: of
evernts in Iran, which now included a new category of Third Werld
revolutions—-~the "rec-Islamic" type. The resulting lire ‘states
that important traditionalist groups, ever, religicus ones, may
serve reactionary erds, but still be progressive, particularly in

=

cpposing imperialism and ericouraging social reform.dg
By mid-1981, Scaviet policymakers, presumably realizing that
their arms embargs to Irag was rnot producing any positive policy
results, decided tc resume military deliveries tec Raghdad. The
Saviet policy shift reportedly éccurred when Taha Yassin Ramadan,
the Iraqi Deputy Premier, visited Moscow in June, followirng the

€90
Israeli bombing raid on the rnuclear reactor in Baghdad.

As the Gulf war dragged on, increasing Iranian milita;y
successes posed a dilemma for Moscow. The unexpected turn of
evernts perhaps demoristrated that the risks of nurturing an
aligrmment irn the regiorm may be more hazardous than any benefits
to be realized. Ir this case, a victoricus and regjuvenated
Iranian regime would offer fewer opportunities for Communist
peretration of the goverrment and lessered prospects for a
durable Soviet presernce. Consequently, an embolderned Teheran
would exacerbate security corcerns among the GBulf counties, who
might tend to seek arn ircreased U.S. military presernce in the
Gulf, a development which Moscow assiducusly wishes to avecid.

?urthermare, a defeated Iraq, with the imprint of the Scviet arms

embarge at a time of crisis vividly in mind, would be inclined to




tury., evern more toward the West for military support and sconcmic

‘ atsistarnce iv rebuildirg her damaped eccrcmy.

India

Dri the Scuth Asiari subcontinent, Scoviet arms sales to Irdia

cover the course of two decades have erharced Moscow's stature in
New Delhi and circumscribed that of the Weet, while helpinp to
place the Scoviets orn India's side iw the latter’'s dispute with
Fakistan. Moscow!s predominant position as an arms  supplier,
however, was set back in 1978 when New Delhi turrned to the United
Hirigdom for a major purchase and coproductiorn arrarngement for the
Jaguar fiphter bomber. By May 1980, fcllowing the return to
office of Indira Bandhi as Frime Minister, the Scviets repairec
. their preemirernt military supplier position with the canclusion
of a $1.€ billiocn arms agreement on very faverable terms “to
India. Irncluded iv the accord were arrarngements for coproduction
of two sophisticated weapons systems —-- the MIG-23 :fighter arnd
the T-72 tank -—— im the firet cooperative schemes for these
systems pgrantec by the Soviets to any countr‘y.e1 Even so, and in
the face of Scaviet misgivings and counter-offers, Irndia proceeded
with plans tc further diversify its sources of arms by concluding
an agreement with France in April 1882 for the purchase of 4@
late - mocdel Miragpe @22 fighters, valued at ar estimated %1
billion, and possible follow-on copreduction for an additiconal

€2
112 aircraft.
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Soviet Influence: How Durable

How much effective influernce the Soviets have gaired irn any
particular area is, of course, difficult to measure. Still more
gifficult to ascertair is how much of arny such gairn carn be
attributed directly to mwmilitary assistarce and how much to
broader palitical coansideraticors.

While arms transfers may have corntributed t¢ an accretion of
potential Soviet leverage ~in some developing states, such a
relationship has rnot eriabled the Scviets to control the domestic
or foreign policies of these countries. Realizing this, Moscow
for the most part has tried not to abuse the influerce it has
gairned, arnd only rarely have the Scviets attempted tc directly
use their aid to exatt political corncessions.

A rumber of examples may serve to illustrate the limited
nature of Soviet influerce. Despite receiving large amounts of
moderr weapornry and technical suppart, Irag and Syria have rust
hesitated to antajonize Moscow when vital interests of these
courntries were at stake, Algeria has remained aloof Ffrom
develaping overly close ties with the Soviet Uriior, arnd Libya has
not muted its suspicions of Scoviet irntentions in the Middle East.

Moreover, Arab moves to diversify sources of military
equipment are challerging the effectiveness of the arms
relationship as a policy lever. It is ironic that Iraq, perhaps
the largest recipiernt of Saviet military equipment to date -—-—
approximately $1@ billion worth, or about 20 percent of total
Soviet arms commitments -— has mpved the farthest among Moascow's
haJor arms clients in diversifying its sources of military

&5

supplies. In fact, the delivery in Jarwuary 19881 of the first




four fFrerch advarced Mirage F-1 fighters —- of 60. crdered ivn
1977 -- was highlighted 1ivi the press ivr vivid cortrast tc the
major arms embargc imposed by Moscow at the start of the Irarn-
Iraq war ir September 198@.66 While &he preporderarnce of Soviet-
origivn weaporry in Arab inverntoriss will make diversification a
slow process, even a moderate depree of success iv. the long run
will ercde potential Scviet influence. At the same time, the
status of local Commuriist parties hae rnot beern ernhanced by the
Soviet presernce. Mary of Moscow's leading supporters iv variocus
client courntries bhave beer executed, purged, or forced intc
exile. No doubt particularly galling to the Poclitburc has beern
the inability of regmies which it particularly favored -- such as

those of Qassem, FBEer Rella, Nkrumah, and Sukarno —— to remaivn in

power, despite large infusions of Soviet aid.

Baze Rights

It is urclear to what extent the Scviets have directly used
their arms transfer program to secure the establishmernt of
military bases or to pain access to facilities, Until Egypt
abrogated such arrangements irn March 197€, the Scoviets erjoyed
the use of raval repair and fuel stcrage facilities at Alexandria
and Port Said to support their Mediterrarearn Fleet cperations.
Similarly in 1977, as a cornsequence cof strains resulting from the
Soviet arms buildup irn Ethicpia, Somalia evicted the Soviets from
access to naval repair, missile-handlirng, communications, and
pther facilities at Berbera.67 The Soviets apparently have

sought similar support arrargemerts elsewhere iv. the area, but it




ig doubtful that they will acquire the use of anything
apprcaching their former facilities irn Egypt arno Scomalia for the
foereseeable future because of Arab and Africarn sersitivities on
this score. At the same time, it is dcubtful that Soviet
military plarmers, given their traditiocnal cperatirig procedures
ard their ultimate distrust of foreigners, contemplate externsive
reliarice on foreign facilities in their rnormal cperations.

To the extent that ¢the Soviets do require support
facilities, however, the arms trarnsfer program probably has some
relationship to this requirement. In refining the program over
the years, the Scviets cobvicusly have learned wher tc press and
when nrct to press their clients for the use of bases. Irvn the
cases cf Syria arnd Irdia, for example, ¢the Soviets,< while
deciring scme access cver the years, have cbviocusly decided not
tc make bases ar overridivig issue in their cverall relatiornships

with these countries.

Continuities in Soviet Policy

Examining the record of Scoviet arms transfer policy in Third
World repgions cover the past quarter-century leads to some
impactful observations. First of all, substantial Soviet
investment irn arms transfers and techriical assistarnce, combined
with occasiocnal willingriess to assume high risks in crisis
situations, has not automatically resulted in peolicy _dividendg
for Moscow. Secondly, without the opportunity to irngect its
military power directly ontco the scerne, as in Afghanistan, Moscow
;as riot beer able to readily trgnslate military assistance into

usable political influerce. The Scviets have fournd that even a
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privileged position grarted to them, as in Egypt 'or Somalia,
could be revokgd practically overnight, with little reccurse for
the Soviet leadership,ee

The Scviets have beer able to attair some successes through
& form of "coalition building”. This criterior. assumes (1) that
there is rarely complete identity of irterests betweer any two
states and (2) that the furndamental requiremert is tc identify

€9

convergerices of interests to further national ends.

Sirnce the arms transfer program begarn in 1955, a number of

contirnuities have characterized Soviet policy. Moscow, first of
all, has remained acutely sensitive to opportunities and
constraints. Soviet selection of targets, the overall

compesition of assistarice packages, and a busiresslike approach

te corncluding agreements reflect a carefully ordered perception

of priarities. Moscow accordingly has managed to retain working

relatiocrns with both sides in a riumber of conternticus disputes,

such as Irarn and Irag, Syria and Iraq, and North and Scuth
7@

Yemer.

Secondly, peclitical - strategic considerations, rather tharn
ideclogical preferences, have determined Scoviet policy. Sadat's
de—-Nasserization policies, Qaddafi's mercurial furndamentalism,
and the former Shah’'s conservatism have all beern taken in stride
by Moscow at various times. As a least common derncominator, local
Communist parties have been expendable.71

The Soviets alsoc have proven to be deperdable protectors,

helping to shield clients from total defeat by their opponents,

evernn in the face of serious policy differences and potentially




danigercus confrontations with the U.S. Nor has . Moscow been

averse te fueling regicnal arms races, knowing that its

increasingly sophisticated weaporry has been its primary
72

attraction for marny Third World regimes.

The Soviets have beerni far from parsimonious arms suppliers.
In most cases, Moscow has provided military equipment up to the
absorptive capacity of the customer, although this is largely a
Judgmenital factor on the part of supplier arnd recipient alike.
Aan excepfion is Libya, where the Soviets have scld Qaddafi more
military eqguipment than Libya can absorb. At the same time,
there has been little danger of Qadhafi’s initiatirng a war with
Egypt. But by contiruing to sell arms to Libya, Moscow has
earned hard currency, encourapged Libyarn deperdence on Scoviet
techrnical suppért, and positiorned itself for the future. The
situation differs significantly from the Soviet arms supply
relaticnship for example with Syria, where ari overabundarce 5f
sophisticated weapons mipht have trigpered ancther seriocus
conflict with Israel which could have embreoiled the U.S.S.R.
Cornisequeritly, Moscow has beeri careful to calibrate military
demands orn the part of clients with political risks as it

73
perceives them.

Over the course of its arms trarnsfer program, Moscow has
found it ever more difficult to hold down the level of
sophigtication of its exported weaporry. In the Middle East in
particular, the task became more complicated from each conflict

tc the riext.

.
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The Soviets rievertheless attempted tc mairtair-a modicum of
restraint, comprising several self-imposed restrictions or  arwms
exports:

(1) no provisiori of rnuclear weapors;

) no: delivery of other advanced weapori systems which

might tempt a recipiert to laurch a preemptive attack
or an all-cut war on its own against lsrael; and

(3) the maintenance of sufficiernt control on the types and

quantities of arms exported to allow maximum Soviet
leverage ir bargaining with clients.
After the October war, with the Arabs heady with a sense of pride
and accomplishment of arms, Moscow fourd it increasingly orerous
to adhere to these guidelines.74

Arcther commor thread in Soviet palicy pererally has been
the consensus style of the Soviet leadership, characterized for
;He most part by a basically cdnservative approach and a law
propensity for risk taking. A factor i; this approach may be the
Soviet belief that history is orn their side, thus cbviating the
necessity of taking undue riéks. The high cost of failure as
perceived by the leadership rnico doubt alsc contributes ¢to a
cautious decisiormaking style by the current group of 1eaders.7s

Fartly in reaction to Krushchev's flamboyant style of
leadership, the BErezhnev Poclitburce developed a consensus approach
wherein major leadership members must essertially "sign off"
prior .to important policy decisions. This type of consensus
maintenance, whereby differerces relate more to nuances of

Emphasis and directions, rather tharn basic goals, has been

conducive ¢to "least common dencmirator” arms transfer policies




and has militated for the most part against high r;sk optibns.
Moreover, the surest way for a member of the irmer circle toc be
custed from his position has been tc have a clearly-delirneated
policy failure pivnned on him —- anotﬁer factor which contributed
to middlg of the road policies and an avoidarnce of risky
initiatives, except for situations, such as Czechoslavakia or
Afghanistan, where overriding security considerations were
perceived to be at stake.76

-This is rot to say that all Scviet arms transfer policy
decisions inn the Third World can be assumed to have been
urianinous. Personality influences and orgarnizational differernces
undoubtedly affect decisiornmaking in Moscow as they do in any
world capital. Irndeed, indicatiorns have beer ricted of sernior
Soviet military and political leaders questioning the wisdom of
large miliéary assistance outlays to Middle East countries,
gererating considerable internal debate in Moscow on the topic.77

Firnally, Moscow has accepted the :ontradictiéns of Third
World politics as a norm. Recorciled to dilemmas, accepting the
continuation of local confliets it canrot resolve, and prepared
to commit substantial resources in situations where desired
outcomes are far from certain, the Scviets have aspired to local
gains, more to undermine the U.S. and the West, than to achieve
local Commurnist influence. Moscow appears to have favored a
tactical approach offering incremerital gains in an area, rather
thar to have relied on a broad global policy to achieve regiqnal
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goals.
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New Departures in Soviet Policy

While some constraints in Soviet policy have persisted sirce
the U.S8.8.R. first became invelved in the developing areas, a
number of riew departures and dimensions have emerged in recent
years. Moscow, first of all, had displayed more of a terdercy of
late to project its military power ard support to distant aréas
of apportunity. Highlighting this more prorncurced predisposition
for irtervention -~ other than in a situation such as
Afghanistar, —— have beerr Soviet long range military supply
operations in Angola ard Ethicopia, patterred scomewhat on the
Soviet resupply oaperations to the RArab countries during the
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October 1973 War. '

In its arms trarnsfer pcolicymaking process, Moscow appears to
have factored irn a supposition that the U.S. will not directly
interfere in a Soviet area of irnvalvement, unless vital U.S.
interests are at stake. The Scoviet distant operations in fAngola
and Ethicpia appear to bear this out. The same cperations also
reflect awother Scviet policy departure, i.e., the commitment of
Cuban combat troops to insure military success for client states,

which has added ar additional dimernsionm to the U.S.S8.R.'s arms

8@
transfer program.

While the provision of arms to provide internal security for
a eclient state is not a riew motivation in Moscow’s arms transfer
pelicy, givern such Soviet assistarnce to Yemen in 1967 and Irag in

1973-74, ¢this factor seems to have gained sigrificantly in

priority and importance sirce the Soviet involvement in Angola

and Ethiopia. To be sure, the security threats to those two

countries were not strictly internal, but were combived with




large—-scale extermnal attacks. Nevertheless, "eount;rinsurgency"
as a factor in é decision to transfer arms evidently has become a
more meaningful motivation ir recent Scoviet calculus.

While the underlying motivation of the Scviet arms transfer
program remains essentially palitical, economic considerations
ard the "profit motive" have become substantial factore in
Moscow' s arms export considerations. With the U.S5.8.R.
increasingly in reed of convertible currency toc pay for imported

Westerr techrology, the Soviets have apparerntly instituted a

substartial charge in the sales terms for their military
equipment. Moscow rnow reportedly requires paymernt in  hard
currerncy from most of its elients, particularly the il
exporters --— Algeria, Libya, and Iraq. The 1last publicly

available' estimate by the Central Intelligence Agency indicates
that Moscow earned approximately $1.5 billion in hard currercy
from arms sales in 1977 alone, but such earnings undoubtedly have
increased several - fold over the past several year-‘s.s1 Sales
for hard currency reportedly have now practically supplanted the
favorable terms and arms=for-commodities trade of earlier
ag

years.

As has always beer. the case, however, Moscow will make
allowances for favored client states which carnmot afford ta pay
cash. The 198@ Soviet $1.€ billion arms agreement with India on
terus very favorable to New Delhi appropriately demonstrates this

point. Furthermore, existing indebtedriess on the part of some

Flients has not thus far inhibited Moscow from concluding




additional arms apreements with them, arnd probably -will rict in
the future, if cther Soviet interests are at stake.

Arcother charnge factor in Soviet peolicy is & relatively
recently-acquired, lgng-term interest ir Middle East coil. Wifh
the CIR riow estimativng a Scoviet petrocleum shortfall by the mid-
1988s, Moscow has become more irterested in securirng access to
oil inn the producing countries, with Iran perhaps at the top of
the Soviet priority list. This more acute rneed for ¢¢il cculd
induce preater activism irn Moscow's policy toward securing
scources of oil for itself and its allies, evern at the risk cof
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denying it to the West.

Overall Assessment

As the decade of the Severities drew to an end, it became
increasingly evident that Moscow had adopted a distinctly lower—
key approach to‘ the Third World than it initially did whén
enterirng that arena twenty-five years previcusly. The reverses
suffered ivn Egypt, Indoresia, arnd scme ARfrican states made it
obvious ¢to the Soviet leadership that expernsive military and
economic investments could be lost practically overnight. The
disastrous policy reverses in those formerly clocse clients no
doubt made clear to Moscow that 1its attempts to influence

domestic policies through the arms transfer lever had penerally

- come to naught. Moscow also came to realize that some of its

most important PArab customers, as a result of their o0il wealth,
) 84
could now deal with alternative arms suppliers.

Given the rnew ecoriomic realities in the Middle East, Moscow

resporded to restricted cpportunities with cornsiderable caution,




Despite the Saviets' more acute need for hard cﬁrrency, the
U.S.5.R. did not saturate its Arab clients with all cof the
sophisticated weaponry they desired or cculd pay for, From the
experiernce of the October War, the SoQiats evidently learred thgt
the optimal way to prevent their regicnal commitments from
conflicting with deterte and creativng possible confrentaticorns
e
with the U.S. was to avoid orises in the first place.eg For
Moscowy, this meant restra;ning its Arab clients by limitirng their
military capabilities and avoiding binding commitments with them.

The nature of Scviet irnvolvement perceptively changed from
aofferisive to defensiye, from ideclcgical to pragmatic, arnd from
events at least partly within Moascow's contreol to ores beyond it.
This shift did not so much result from Soviet peolicy failure, as
much as it was a consequernce of a charnging phase in internat;onal
relaticns, wherein the superpowers fournd themselves urnable to
contral their client states.as Now cognizant of the instability
of Third World regimes and the capriciousress of some national
leaders, while remaining avnxious to protect its perceived
interests in these regions, Mocscow has basically become more
scber and careful in its polzcy calculations.

Several factors apply in the arms supply relationship
betweernn the Scviet Union and a recipient. Some attributes terd
to ernhance Moscow's leverage, while octhers constrain it. First
among the former is the depth and quality of the overall
relaticonship between the two states, including such facets as

political affinity, trade patterns, and techrical assistance.

RAlsoc crucial are Moscow?'’s cbjectives in the relationship.
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The question alsc applies as to what types: of counter
leverape the client may possess. Ivi cases where arms supplies
are of no more tham moderate importarice to & client, the arms are
generally insufficient tc alter that country's position on
matters it perceives to be of vital importance. Contrawise, the
more weighty a recipient's stakes ivn an arms supply relationship,
the more proncurnced is Moscow's political leverape.

The perceived importarce of a client’s relationship to the
U.S.8.R. is ancther crucial consideration. The more the Soviets
rely on weapors transfers to maintain a relationshiup, the more
constrained Moscow is likely to feel'in applying pressure on that
state. In terms of leverape, morecver, the promise of continuing
arms shipments, as well as spare parts deliveries for weapons
already on hand, may be at least as effective as a threatered
suspewnsion of shipments, and averts any negétive residual impact
cn the relatiornship.

Te the degree that the interests of Moscow and a client
state converge, disagreements iIin general are lgss likely ¢to
arise. But should core 6ccur, Moscow may discover that it has the
least amount of leverage over clients with the closest ties,
inasmuch as such recipients may be the ones whose interests are
most congruent with~Moscow’5. For the client, heavy reliance-on
the U.S.8.R. for arms may make it difficult, expensive, and time-
consuming to switch to ancother supplier, evern if this is feasible
pelitically. Or the other harid, while a disruption in scheduled
equipment production or deliveries may not be a critical factor
?or Moscow, the loss of a hard currericy paymert scurce and the

possible suspensionn of debt payments may be constraints on the
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Soviet and useful counter — levers orn the part of a #ecxpient.

The wultimate poterntial cornsequerce of Moscow's manipulation
of ar arms flow would be a decisiorn on/the part of a client to
reduce its deperderce or Moscow for aﬁms, either by develcoping an
indigencus arms industry or by dealing with ancther supplier.
The resulting loss of leverage fo# use in later situatiorns -— for
iessues that may be ever more important for Moscow then -- is a
potential cost to be weighed against the gains in a current
issue. Ariother sericus cost would be the witrnessing by other
clients or would -~ be clients of any Scviet attempts at pressure
arnd the possible determination rot to be manipulated irm similar
fashion at some future time.

There is noe doubt that the Scviet Urniorn's preserce and
involvement in Third World regions has gererally increased over
the past few decades. Orie carnrnat, hcwever, equate that preserce
with influence.

Influerce is not something to be used by cre state against
another like a weapon. Rather it is something of an orgoing
process by which one courtry attempts to persuade or coerce
another country to act or not act in a particular fashion. It is
thus far from true that a state with the most obvious political
or military capabilities will automatically possess the most
influerce cover ancther in a dymnamic relationshhip.87

Soviet involvement inn the Third World is replete with
examples of Moscow's inability, in the wake of a substantial arms
irnvestment in a client state, ¢to obviate actions which were

couniter to its interests. Suffice it only to . mention the
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Scoviets®' expulsions from a number of Third World countries, the
Iragqi persecuticn of local Commurists, and Syrian conflict with
leftist Qrébs as examples of Moscow’s lack of influernce over
erstwhile clients.

O the cather hand, some of the most sipnificant Saviet
policy successes have resulted from opportunities provided by
Westerrn mistakes or defeate or from evernts over which Moscow had
rno control, The fundamentalist revolution in Irarn resulted in
the dowrifall of the Shah, one of the staunchest U.S8. supporters
in the Middle East. The U.S. spcnsored Camp David peace process
led to Egypt'’s isclaticon from the Arab courntries and cther side
effects berneficial to the Soviets. While there may be a terndency
to view a setback for the U.S. in the developing world as a
result of clever Scviet plarming, Moscow at times emerpges in a

88
positive light in spite of what it did.

Toe  sum up, while arms transférs have rniaot provided Mascéw
with a guaranteed basis for influencirng the behavior of its
clients, the military supply cormection has provided Moscow with

the best, and sometimes only, means available for assuring a

pelitical preserce in many countries. At the same time, it is
clear that presence does not equate with influence.
Nevertheless, Moscow's pragram of arms sales and military

training provides a substantial security dimension which directly
contributes .to a durable Saviet bilateral relationship with
numercus Third World states. Most importantly, Moscow continues
to perceive net advartapes in the arms transfer program. Without
zt, frequently ro other basis would exist for a Soviet

relationship with key developirig states.




APPENDIX

‘ TABLE 3

Major Nonaligned Recipients of Soviet Arms Deliveries

Cumulative 1975-79
{Million U.S8.$) -

Percent of Countr:
Total Arms Impori

Rank Country Amount During Period
il Libya 5,000 72
2 Iraqg 4,900 72
Syria 3,600 80
3 India 1,800 82
4 Algeria 1,500 79
5 Ethiopia 1,500 83
Iran 650 7
6 Peru 650 59
7 Southern Yemen 575 96
8 Angola 500 59
. 0 Afghanistan 450 96
10 Tanzania 300 68
11 Egypt 250 17
12 Somalia 210 48
12 Yemen Arab Rep. 210 ‘ 34

Source: ACDA, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers, 1970-79,
(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1982), pp. 127-30.




TABLE 4

Military Personnel from Nonaligned, Developing

Countries Trained in Communist Countries
Cumulative 1955-78t
(Number of Persons)

Eastern
Total USSR Europe China
Total 52,890 43,790 5,965 3,135
AFRICA 17,525 13,420 1,400 2,705
NORTH AFRICA: 3,735 3,385 335 15
Algeria 2,260 2,045 200 15
Libya 1,330 1,265 65
Other 145 75 70 .
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA: 13,790 10,035 1,065 2,690
Angola 60 55 5 e
Benin 20 20 N
Burundi 75 75 e
Cameroon 125 «os “e 125
Congo | 855 355 85 415
Equatorial Guinea 200 200 .o e
Ethiopia 1,640 1,190 450
Ghana 180 180 .. i
Guinea . 1,290 870 60 330
Guinea-Bissau 100 100 .o ..
Mali 415 355 10 50
Nigeria 730 695 35
Sierra Leone 150 . PN 150
Somalia 2,585 2,395 160 30
Sudan 550 330 20 200
Tanzania 2,855 1,820 10 1,025
Togo 55 N cae 55
Zaire 175 . . 175
Zambia 130 85 .o 45
Other 1,600 1,310 230 60
1

Data refer to the estimated number of persons departing for training.
Numbers are rounded to the nearest five.
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TABLE 4

Military Personnel from Nonaligned, Developing

Countries Trained in Communist Countries

Total
AFRICA
NORTH AFRICA:

Algeria
Libya
Other

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA:

Angola

Benin

Burundi
Cameroon
Congo
Equatorial Guinea
Ethiopia
Ghana

Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Mali

Nigeria
Sierra Leone
Somalia

Sudan
Tanzania

Togo

Zaire

Z2ambia

Other

Cumulative 1955-78

1

lnata refer to the estimated number of persons

Total
52,890
17,525
3,735
2,260
1,330
145
13,790
60
20
75
125
B55
200
1,640
180
1,290
100
415
730
150
2,585
550
2,855
55
175
130
1,600

(Number of Persons)

USSR
43,790
13,420

3,385

2,045

1,265

75
10,035
55
20
75

355
200
1,190
180
870
100
355
695
2,395
330
1,820

85
1,310

Numbers are rounded to the nearest five.

Eastern

Europe
5,965

1,400
335
200

65
70
1,065

85

e e

450

60
-10
35
160
20
10

LI

230

China
3,135
2,705
15
15

50
150
307
200
1,025
55
175
45
60

departing for training.




TABLE 5
Soviet and East European Military Technicians
in Nonaligned, Developing Countries, 1978

. (Number of Personsl)
Total 12,070
AFRICA : 6,575
NORTH AFRICA: 2,760
Algeria 1,000
Libya 1,750
Morocco | 10
SUB~-SAHARAN AFRICA: 3,815
Angola 1,300
Equatorial Guinea 40
Ethiopia 1,400
Guinea 100
Guinea-Bissau 65
Mali 180
Mozambigue 230
Other 500
. LATIN AMERICA: 150
Guyana e .
Peru 150
MIDDLE EAST: 4,495
Iraq 1,200
North Yemen 155
South Yemen 550
Syria 2,580
Other 10
SOUTH ASIA: B50
Afghanistan 700 )
Bangladesh .o
India 150

Source: CIA, Communist Aid Activities in Non-Communist Less Developed
Countries, 1978 (Washington, D.C., September 19739), p. 4.

luinimum estimates of the number of persons present for a period of one
month or more. Numbers are rounded to the nearest five.




"I’EmST ASIA:

Source:

INDONESIA
KAMPUCHEA

LATIN AMERICA:

Peru

MIDDLE EAST:

Egypt

Iran

Irag

North Yemen
South Yemen
Syria

SOUTH ASIA:

Afghanistan
Bangladesh
India
Pakistan
Sri Lanka

Total
9,300
9,270

30
725
725

18,115

6,250

315
4,330
1,180
1,095
4,945
7,225
4,010
485
2,285
430
15

USSR
7,590
7,560
30
725
725
15,630
5,665
315
3,650
1,180
1,075
3,745
6,425
3,725
445
2,200
4s

10

Eastern
Europe
1,710

1,710

. o .

. e w

2,485
585
680

20

1,200
370
285

85
NA

China

40

e e ¢

385

CIA, Communist Aid Activities in Non-Communist Less Developed

Countries, 1978 (Washington, D.C., September 1979), pp. 4, 5.
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